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CURRENT TOPICS. 


| We setreve that the authorities anticipate that the machinery 
' for providing electric lighting in the Royal Courts will be in 
| working order at the beginning of next week. 





| Lory Jusrice Corron is not expected to resume his attendance 
| in the Court of Appeal before Monday next. Lord Justice 
' Baceattay was also absent on Thursday, owing to a slight acci- 
_ dent. It has been arranged that during the absence of these 


: judges Lord Coxerrnes shall sit in the Court of Appeal. 





Tue Repisrrisvtion or Szats Bill contains twenty-five clauses 
and eight schedules, modelled to a considerable extent on the 
clauses in pari materia of the Reform Act, 1832, and the Repre- 
sentation of the People Act, 1867, but to a considerable extent also 
differing from them in form, and, where so differing, not always 
effecting an improvement. The Act of 1832, for instance, always, 
and the Act of 1867 in some cases, named the boroughs affected by 
each clause in the body of the clause as well as in the schedule 
giving effect to it. The present Bill obliges a reference to a 
schedule in each case, which is by no means soconvenient. Again, 
although the Act of 1832 never mentioned population as a basis, 
the Act of 1867, by section 17, enacted that ‘‘no borough which 
had a less population than ten thousand at the census of 1861 shall 
return one member”’ ; but the present Bill follows the Act of 1832 
in leaving population unmentioned. We think the omission un- 
wise, and, as it is easily supplied, we hope to see this simple reason 
for enfranchisement or disfranchisement, as the case may. be, 
declared by the Legislature in so many words in each case. But 
the principal deviation in point of form from the precedents of the 
Acts of 1832 and 1867 is that both these Acts were followed by 
Boundary Acts, and the intention to pass such Acts was declared 
in the Acts of 1832 and 1867 themselves, whereas the present Bill 
is silent as to the Boundary Commission already appointed by the 
Home Office at the instance of the Local Government Board, and 
the result of whose labours is, we suppose, to be incorporated in 
the schedules to the Bill itself. We think the presentation of the 
instructions of the Boundary Commissioners to Parliament quite 
sufficiently answers the purpose which was somewhat awkwardly 
carried out by the Act of 1867 (see section 48) by fixing temporary 
boundaries by the Act itself, and giving the commissioners power 
to make recommendations, to be carried out by a subsequent Act, 
for their alteration. As far as we are able to apprehend the 
vet scheme, the Boundary Commissioners under the present 

ill are not to have power to alter the. boundaries fixed by the 
first five schedules to the Bill, but only to fill up the blanks left 
in the sixth and seventh schedules, which, with clauses 8 and 9, 
deal with the boroughs and counties to be divided or re-divided. 
The instructions given to the Boundary Commissioners evidently 
aim at simplicity and convenience of arrangement, and the ad- 
vantage of incorporating the result of their labours in the Act 
itself, or in an Act of even date, are obvious. 





THE EXTRAORDINARY STATEMENT which we reproduced last week 
of the result of the realization of a bankrupt’s estate under the new 
Bankruptcy Act, showing a total of fees, costs, and charges under 
rules 104—6, amounting to £7,222 odd in an estate which had 
realized £18,534 odd, and was expected to realize a further sum 
of £2,814 odd, has, as might have been anticipated, given some 
concern to the officials of the Board of Trade intrusted with the 





administration of the Act. The Inspector-General in Bankruptey 
has issued an explanation, in which he states that “the statement 
of accounts is entirely erroneous, inasmuch as it includes under the 
head of ‘ Costs of Realization’ the total amount of outlay incurred 
in carrying on the debtor’s business, including wages and purchase 
of stock, amounting to over £6,000. The whole of these pay- 
ments, as well as the corresponding receipts, ought to have 
included in a separate trading account, which should have shown 
the balance of profit or loss incurred in carrying on the business, 
and should not have been included in the summary in question 
except in this form.” It is satisfactory that what had the appear- 
ance of a very grave scandal is thus explained so far as the prin- 
cipal item is concerned. But this explanation does not cover all 
the items of the account which, in our opinion, are open to com- 
ment. The actual Board of Trade and court fees amount to 
£556 1s. 5d., which is at the rate of four and two-fifths per cent. 
upon the net amount realized after deducting the £6,000 as stated 
by the Inspector-General. The item of ‘‘ Other taxed charges, 
£9 19s. 2d.,” probably represents the total amount which will 
have come to any member of the legal profession. whilst the 
‘accountants’ charges” amount to £433 6s. 8d. If this estate, 
then, is to be taken as a fair sample of the working of the Act as 
it affects solicitors, it does not afford a very encouraging prospect ; 
but, on the other hand, the accountants come off tolerably well, 
but still second to the Board of Trade. But the Inspector-General 
further remarks that “it is only in those cases which 
are administered by their own officials that the Board 
of Trade have the power of effectually controlling ex- 
penses. Where creditors elect their own trustee and com- 
mittee of inspection, the responsibility in the matter of ex- 
penditure must rest with these officers, and not with the Board 
of Trade.” This statement, read between the lines, seems to be a 
direct bid for an extension of the powers and jurisdiction of the 
Board of Trade. Whether this was the intention of the Inspector- 
General in penning the observation or not, however, we are justified 
in accepting it as an admission that, in estates of any magnitude, 
creditors do not get value for the large sums charged for Board of 
Trade and court fees. And we cannot but reflect upon the words 
of the Inspector- General in his first report to the Board of Trade, 
under section 131 of the Act, where, after pointing out the decrease 
in the costs of the administration of estates under £300 in value, 
he stated, with regard to larger estates, that it was impossible then 
“to furnish any reliable details of the actual expenditure, but 
there is no reason to suppose that they will not likewise exhibit a 
substantial reduction.” Commenting upon this passage of his 
report at the time, we remarked that we should require the proof 
of experience before we took the same view. ith yf pn 
before us upon which we have been commenting, we : we 
were justified in our expression of doubt, and that, in larger 
estates, the chief effect of the Act with regard to costs is to take 
from the legal profession most of the work previously transacted 
by its members in connection with the administration of bankruptcy 
matters, and the fair remuneration attending it, and to transfer 
it to a class of officials at a greater cost to the estates, thus 
making the larger estates pay for the smaller ones, which, unques- 
tionably, do not pay for themselves. Whether the transaction of 
this work by officials will give greater satisfaction to creditors and 
the public than the former transaction of it by the legal profession 
remains to be seen. But, if former experiences are worth anything, 
the profession may hope for an early reversal of the policy which 
dictated the present Act in this respect. 





Tue question whether the judges of the Chancery Division have 
power to make an order in chambers under the Trustee Act, 1850, 
vesting the right to transfer Government stock, has been raised on 
several occasions, but notably in the case of Frodsham *y Frod- 
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sham (29 W. RB. 165, L. R. 15 Ch. D. 317). The Bank of 
England is, in these casés, the authority objecting. What they 
contend is, practically, that not being amenable as regards their 
duties in registering the names of stockholders to the courts, ex- 
cept so far as jurisdiction is conferred on the courts by Parliament, 
they cannot be called on to act except in such manner and on such 
conditions as the Act conferring the jurisdiction prescribes. The 
Trustee Act, 1850 (13 & 14 Vict. c. 60, ss. 40-43), prescribes 
that such orders as are here referred to are to be made upon the 
hearing of a cause or on petition or motion, and the Bank of 
ay ne Feet that such orders cannot be made at chambers. 
In v. Frodsham, which was an aetion commenced by 
writ, an order was made in chambers for the usual administration 
accounts under order 15, and subsequently an order was made in 
chambers vesting in the plaintiff the right to transfer certain stock 
belonging to the estate of the deceased, and directing him to trans- 
fer it into court. On the motion to discharge the order for irregu- 
larity, Sir Grorcr- Jesset, M.R., decided that the judge had 
jurisdiction to make the order in chambers, and that the bank 
ought to act upon it; but the Court of Appeal said that, having 
regard to the Act, 18 & 19 Vict. c. 134, s. 16, and Consolidated 
Order 35, r. 1, and the course of practice, there was so much 
doubt as to the jurisdiction as to render it unsafe to make a vesting 
order in chambers. Section 16 of 18 & 19 Vict. c. 134, purports 
to empower the chancery judges to dispose of at chambers such 
matters as they might previously have disposed of ‘in a summary 
way ”—that is, by petition or motion. Frodsham v. Frodsham was 
decided in August, 1880, and has ever since governed the practice 
until October, 1883, when the present Rules of the Supreme 
Court came into operation. Ord. 55, r. 2, of these rules prescribes 
the business to be disposed of in chambers, and among other things 
we find (8), ‘‘ Applications under the Trustee Acts, 1850 and 
1852, in all cases where a judgment or order has been given or 
made for the sale, conveyance, or transfer of any stock, or of any 
hereditaments,” &c. ; and (18) ‘“‘Such other matters as the judge 
may think fit to dispose of at chambers.” In this state of things, 
the case of Re Violet Tweedy came before Vice-Chancellor Bacon 
on the 28th ult. In this case the proceeding was instituted by 
petition, on the hearing of which an order was made directing a 
reference to chambers to appoint trustees; an inquiry what the 
trust property consisted of; and giving leave to apply at 
chambers for a vesting order. The matter went to cham- 
bers, and in due course trustees were appointed, and an 
order was made at chambers vesting in the trustees so appointed 
the right to transfer certain stock registered at the Bank of 
England. A motion was made for an order for the Bank of 
England to act on this order, they having refused to do so ; and the 
' Vice-Chancellor made the order asked for, after long arguments 
and after weighing the facts of Frodsham v. Frodsham and the 
subsequent Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, ord. 55, r. 2 (8) 
and (18). Curiously enough, there is a clause in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vict. c. 61), which 
cppents to have been entirely overlooked by the counsel and 
solicitors concerned in the recent case of Re Tweedy. Section 13 
of this Act appears to have been framed to hit the very case of 
Frodsham v. Frodsham, and it runs as follows : —‘‘ The provisions 
of section sixteen of the Act 18 & 19 Vict. c. 134, shall extend to 
all applications under any Act of Parliament heretofore passed, or 
to be passed, under or by virtue of which the High 
Court of Justice, or any judge thereof, is empowered to make 
orders in respect of trust funds, or any other matters, upon petition 
or motion made, in a summary way.” If this section 
been mentioned to Vice-Chancellor Bacon, it would, no doubt, 
have relieved him of much doubt as to the view he took on this 
very important point. 


i 





evidence in the Whalley will case, Mr. Richard Rivington 
.8.A., Librarian to the Queen at Windsor, said that when an 
made to erase pencil-writing it appeared successful for some 
@ while the remarks faintly re-appeared, and it was practic- 
impossible to remove pencil-marks entirely. The witness explained 
some minuteness the cause of this, stating that if a sharp pencil were 

be made in the surface of the paper, and that when 
filaments of be ae would close over and fill them up, but 
the marks would re-appear. 
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THE DOCTRINE OF CUMBER v. WANE, 


little discussion, has at length been finally settled in the House of 
Lords in the case of Loakes v. Beer (L. R. 9 App..Cas. 605). The 
doctrine of Cumber v. Wane, after being much carped at in text- 
books and by judges, must, in the absence of any legislative inter. 
ference, now be considered as irrevocably established. That 
doctrine, as our readers are probably well aware, is that an 
existing and ascertained liability to pay a sum of money cannot be 
discharged by the mere acceptance of a smaller sum in satisfaction. 
As has often been observed, it appears that this doctrine did not 
really apply in Cumber v. Wane, because there a negotiable security 
for a iealles sum seems to have been given, and not merely a 
smaller sum of money; but the distinction between a negotiable 
security for a smaller sum and a mere payment in cash of a smaller 
sum seems to have been developed in cases subsequent to Oumber 
v. Wane. The principle upon which the doctrine rests is identical 
with the principle that a promise without consideration is void, 
and, of course, the same principle would apply to other things 
than the payment of money ; for instance, the breach of an obliga- 
tion to deliver 100 bales of cotton could not be discharged by an 
arrangement to accept fifty bales by way of accord and satisfaction. 
The expression ‘‘ accord and satisfaction ’”? means, being interpreted, 
that there is a substituted agreement after breach of the first 
agreement, and the principle is that, if there is no consideration 
for that agreement, it is void. The question, therefore, which 
arose and was frequently discussed, and which has been again 
discussed in the case of Foakes v. Beer (ubi supra), is whether 
the payment of a smaller sum could be a consideration to support 
the accord and satisfaction. It is now well established that the 
law cannot inquire into the adequacy of the consideration, and it 
necessarily follows that an agreement to give and accept anything 
different in kind from that which the original obligation required 
is valid and binding. A delivery and acceptance of a raw turnip 
by way of accord and satisfaction would discharge a debt of a 
million. The law cannot measure the two things against each 
other, the parties having agreed to consider them equivalents. 
But the difficulty that arises in the case under consideration is that 
there is no difference in kind, but only in amount, and, the legal 
obligation already existing to pay the smaller amount, the payment 
of it can form no consideration for giving up the balance. It has 
been frequently suggested that in truth, practically speaking, the 
payment of the smaller sum down may be deemed a consideration, 
because, if a man is put to sue for his debt, he will be delayed for 
a long time, and, perhaps, never recover it at all. Lord Blackburn, 
in Foakes v. Beer, seems to have come to the conclusion that this 
suggestion is correct, but he waived his opinion in deference to 
that of the other learned lords. 

It does appear to us that logically there is great difficulty in 
saying that the discharge of part of a legal obligation can be, in 
law, a consideration for the giving up of the remainder. The 
result of the abstract propositions of law on the subject does, how- 
ever, seem to savour very strongly of absurdity. It does not seem 
very good sense to hold that a promissory note for £5 may be a 
good discharge for £1,000, but that the payment of £800 cannot 
be. Perhaps, however, when the matter comes to be thought out, 
that seeming absurdity is necessarily involved to some extent as the 
result of the combined doctrines that a promise without considera- 
tion is void and that the law cannot look to the adequacy of the 
consideration. A peppercorn might, in law, be a good considera- 
tion for the obligation to pay a million pounds, but a promise to 
give £5 for nothing would be void. This seems an exactly parallel 
absurdity. Even the highest tribunal is hardly at liberty to treat 
a subject from the abstract and philosophical point of view, disre- 
garding the previous course of the law on the subject, and so, per- 
haps, the House of Lords were bound to look onlyto the question 
whether there could be said to be a consideration for the 
agreement to take less than the total amount of the debt ; but we 
must say that it seems to us that the law on the subject has, from 
the beginning, run into the wrong groove, and that the cases do 
not fully develop the real question that is in rerum naturd 
involved. 

We think that, philosophically speaking, the real question is not 
so much whether there is, in the case of payment of a smaller sum, 





any consideration for the forgiveness of the balance as whether the 
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gratuitous parol release of a debt should be good. There is to our 

minds a glaring inconsistency in our law on this subject as it at 

— exists. It seems to be unquestioned that ‘‘ a person bound 
y 


a contract not under seal may, before breach, be exonerated 
from its performance by wordof mouth without value or consideration ; 
and a fortiori it would seem that such exoneration may be purchased 
for a less amount than that contracted to be ee ” (see notes to 
Cumber v. Wane, 1 Smith’s Leading Cases). is doctrine seems 
to us to be logically irreconcileable with the doctrine of Owmber v. 
Wane. The liability before breach is, no doubt, inchoate, but why 
should it be capable, on that account, of being waived without con- 
sideration any more than a complete liability? The doctrine of 
nudum pactuw seems to us to be as much offended against by this 
result a8 it would be by holding that Fr pee of a smaller sum 
may disch a e think that from the ge rare 
lawyer’s point of view the true question is whether the doctrine 
of “ nudum pactum” ought to apply to the waiver or release of 
obligations. The original maxim is “ex nudo pacto non oritur 
actio” or ‘‘ nuda pactio obligationem non parit sed parit excep- 
tionem” (i.¢., a defence against an obligation). The concluding 
words of the last form are generally omitted in our text-books. In 
both these forms of expression the doctrine seems to relate to the 
active process of compelling performance of an obligation, not to 
the negative process of resisting it. There seems to us to be a sub- 
stantial distinction involved. We should say that mankind at large 
would be disposed to say that, though the enforcement by the law 
of nuda pacta might be mischievous and unendurable, there was 
no hardship involved in making a voluntary forgiveness of an 
obligation binding. There is a palpable difference in substance 
between the two things. The Roman law appears to have made a 
distinction in this respect between the obligations that generate 
actions—that is to say, which may be enforced actively—and obli- 
gations which generate exceptions—that is to say, which can only 
be defensively pleaded. It oh not appear that any consideration, 
in fact, was necessary to the processes of discharging an 
obligation known to the Romdn law as “ tilatio,” or 
“ pactum de non petendo.” The answer that may be made to this 
suggestion is that our law is substantially the same as the Roman, 
for that a release under seal may be without consideration. And 
therefore our law does admit of a gratuitous forgiveness of a debt, 
enjoining only certain formalities. The Lord Chancellor does 
refer to this point in his judgment in Foakes v. Beer (L. R. 9 App. 
Cas., at p. 613), where he says, ‘“‘ The distinction between the 
effect of a deed under seal and that of an agreement by l or 
by writing, not under seal, may seem arbitrary, but it is estab- 
lished in our law; nor is it really unreasonable or practically 
inconvenient that the law should require particular solemnities to 
give to a gratuitous contract the force of a binding obligation. 
. It might be, and, indeed, I think if would be, an im- 
provement in our law if a release or acquittance of the whole 
debt on payment of any sum which the creditor might be content 
to receive by way of accord and satisfaction (though less than the 
whole) was held to be generally binding, though not under seal ; 
nor should I be unwilling to see equal foree given to a prospective 
agreement like the present, in writing, though not under seal ; but I 
think it impossible, without refinements which practically alter the 
sense of the word, to treat such a release or acquittance as sup- 
ported by any new consideration proceeding from the debtor.” 

The whole question, when threshed out, is, therefore, from 
the jurisprudential point of view, resolved into this—viz., what 
formality, if any, ought to be essential to the gratuitous release of 
a debt or breach of an obligation already accrued? ‘We are dis- 
posed to think that various considerations point to the conclusion 
that such a release should be in writing, but a release under seal 
is a cumbrous and antiquated piece of machinery which, practically 
speaking, men will not adopt in such of the pao Maren affairs of life 
as are not supervised by conveyancers. 








Mr. Justice Denman, during the course of the defendant’s address in 
the case of Weldon vy. Winslow, made some strong remarks on the incon- 
venience of suitors conducting their own cases. He said that the courts 


would have to make some rule st the R wees as the time of the 
hot being conversant with the 


e 
public was sham uly wasted by 
rules of eviderice, their introduction of entirely irrelevant matters. 





THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFIC 


I. ORGANIZATION GENERALLY, 
6. THE Soiicrron’s OLERKS—(concluded). 
WE reserved for this week our observations on the subject of the 
solicitor’s articled clerk. 

The duties owed by a solicitor to his articled clerk, when 
measured by the terms of ordinary articles of clerkship, are of a 
very onerous nature; but there is a wide diversity, according to 
et ee a ieee ight in 
Ww ey are practically regarded. When a 
firm of solicitors reogives ati ertighed click be commit himself to 
the customary form of articles, but with an or tacit reservation 


willing to oblige you by receiving your son, th 
about it, and, in fact, would ther ont have him. plenty of 
work here, and, if he is industrious and intelligent, he will have a 


opportunity of learning his profession. I do not to sa 

T shall have any time to play the schoolmaster him, but he will 
mix with the staff, work er somebody’s supervision, and get an 
answer to any question he asks, He will, in short, have the run of a 
large office, see a great variety of work, and it rests with himself 
whether or not he will avail himself of these tages. Article 
him to me on this understanding if you like. My fee is sc much.” 
This language can only be held, we need hardly say, by a 
solicitor of commanding position, and between him and prac- 


titioner to whom the capture of an articled cl i 
advertisement, and certainly for a very moderate ) 
perhaps a new drawing-room carpet, an autumn trip to th i 
and the settlement of sundry little accounts which have been presented 
on several occasions for immediate A grows there is an infinite F sen 
oyer by many shades opinion and practice. 
solicitors set their faces against taking articled clerks at all, and will 
be tempted by no premium to do so. A select few (who might 
possibly in this particular find a place in one of Thackeray’s series of 


: 
gz 


f 


sketches, to which we will not give a name) will take graduates 
of one of the universities. , again, i as many 
articled clerks of all sorts and sizes as the law i And from 

tion bestowed on 


another point of view—the degree of 
an articled clerk—the di eins feta Voor ease 

Now, in so far as the solicitor’s own personal side of the i 
is concerned, this subject manifestly of no isati 
whatever. One solicitor thinks the articled clerk as a species more 
plague than profit, another takes a totally different view. This differ- 
ence of — may be attributable to one or more of a hundred 
causes which may have operated to give an undue bias to the 
judgment, but the result is precisely the same—that each will act on 
his own view, and will have no one to please but himself in the matter. 
But that does not, we think, quite exhaust the subject. There is 
something to be said as to the solicitor’s duties both in the matter of 
his deciding whether or not he may conscien ive an 
articled clerk in the parti i 


h 


tiously receive 
cular circumstances of his business, and, 


entered. 

It must be remembered, to begin with, that, subject to not 
worth mentioning, the i by which an articled arrives 
at the stage of becoming a full-blown solicitor is a sealed grey Bd 
him beforehand. Neither Be te Bs pees eee 

Questions may be asked, no doubt, on this or 


as are su 
smaller office in 
supervision of the principal may with reasonable confidence 
be counted upon. peed te A parent weigh the relative ad- 
vantages and disadvantages o 
decision? Obviously, at the best, with very im 
forming a judgment. And if this be so, it follows that a solicitor has 
to fee y bow his own hyerpen vende the wey 

making an ing out hi 

master of the situation, and may make it to the benefit 
ment of the articled clerk, or, having made it, 

at his pleasure. 





With regard to the decision upon the actual ha ty 
tue aintethe of nanstor and extaded tuck, fh Spied O 


solicitor who desires to act with absolute fairness must ask 
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first and foremost whether his business is of a nature and quantity 
to afford the articled clerk a fair opportunity of learning his pro- 
fession. We quite admit that any two men, equally anxious to do 
right, might answer this question very differently upon the same 
basis of fact—that is to say, one solicitor may honestly think that he 
has enough business to admit of his taking an articled clerk, while 
ancther, with approximately the same quantity of work to show, may 
shrink from doing so. And again, the extent of the 
attention which it may be intended to bestow on the pupil 
will necessarily and properly be an element in the decision. 
And yet, again, the amount of the fee paid cannot be put out 
of sight. The serving-maid who was rebuked by a customer 
for the condition of the linen at an eating-house, in which the 
were of the smallest, had justice on her side in making 
the retort: ‘‘ You can’t expect a a tablecloth and a dinner- 
napkin for fourpence.” Similarly, the parent who pays a fee of £100 
or £150, cannot reasonably expect as much for his money, either in 
quantity or quality, as the parent who pays twice or thrice the 
amount. But still there is a limit at which the solicitor who really 
thinks out the matter, with a desire to do the right thing, must needs 
say: ‘‘ I cannot offer you in my office the advantages you are entitled 
to expect, and I must therefore decline to accept you as an articled 
clerk.” At the most the solicitor can only err in this matter in 
moderation, by reason of the compulsory limit to the number of his 
articled clerks; but the example of Mr. Pecksniff is one to be avoided, 
even in moderation. 
_ Supposing this erucial stage to be passed, there remains the 
important matter of performing rightly the duty which has been 
undertaken. Under one reservation we have nothing to say against 
the mode of imparting information indicated in the early part of this 
article as the more or less commonly received plan of large offices. 
We grant that a busy solicitor cannot combine with the work 
the duties of a pedagogue ; that the extent and variety of his busi- 
ness may afford advantages more than compensating for his inability 
to give personal attention to the articled clerk; and that, if the 
latter persistently refuses to avail himself of his opportunities, the 
responsibility for time and money wasted lies at his own door alone. 
But we hold that to give the articled clerk a fair chance—to protect 
him from undue temptations to idleness, and put him in the 
right track—one thing is indispensable, and its omission little 
short of inexcusable. It is that the articled clerk should, as 
far as ogere become one of the regular staff of the office. He 
should be subjected to the same accountability for his time, keep 
substantially the same hours, except, perhaps, where he is at the final 
stage of aac peer for an examination, and be treated in the same 
way as the paid staff. He is far too often indulged in a ‘ bread-and- 
butter miss’ sort of fashion, and encouraged to regard his own 
comfort and convenience as the first instead of the last thing to 
which he should attribute importance. To carry a message is 
regarded as being beneath his dignity; to copy a draft is too 
mechanical and boring ; to attend a summons at the judge’s chambers, 
disagreeable ; to issue a writ, not worth the trouble of going out. 
He is asked not to do a particular thing as a matter of course, but 
whether he would like to do it. His private arrangements in the 
way of pleasure seeking are suffered to afford a sufficient excuse for 
leaving a piece of work half finished. He is allowed, to a great extent, 
to come and go at will; and, in some large offices, he and his fellow- 
articled clerks are even separated from the paid clerks and placed in a 
sort of special class-room, from whence it is not unusual to hear 
sounds as of unrestrained merrymaking and horseplay proceed. 
We were credibly informed once that a principal, on entering an 
articled clerks’ room to discover the cause of strange sounds 
within, was met by the spectacle of one young gentleman render- 
ing @ popular air with the aid of a comb and a piece of draft 
ee, ee two others danced on the table, and a fourth balanced 
’ Real Property on his nose. The case was, no doubt, an 
extreme one, but extreme cases make good illustrations. 

Such a system as we have described we hold to be radicall 
wrong. Granted that the articled clerk may break away from a 
restraints that can practically be placed on sg that he cannot be 
submitted to the birch, and can only be controlled in a moral sense, 
still we maintain that it is, to a great extent, a question of system, 
and that, in nineteen cases out of twenty, he comes to a solicitor’s 
office as a tractable lad, who may readily be moulded to the right 
way of regarding what is best for his own true interests, and will 
rarely rebel against discipline clearly understood beforehand and 
imposed on him as a matter of course. If this plan be pursued, we 
think that the comparative advantages of a large office, in which the 
principals do not pretend to devote much personal time and atten- 
tion to their articled clerks, and of an office which cannot show 
the same amount and variety of business, but in which the articled 
clerk is more closely under his master’s supervision, may be very 
evenly balanced to the pupil, and that, if only the smaller business be 
not too small, he will, in either case, have only himself to thank if he 
does not learn the rudiments of his profession during his period of 
service, 





———» 


REVIEWS. 


PATENTS, 


THE PATENTEE’Ss MANUAL, BEING A TREATISE ON THE LAW AND 
PRACTICE OF LETTERS PATENT, ESPECIALLY INTENDED FOR THE 
UsE OF PATENTEES AND INVENTORS. By JAMES JOHNSON, Bar- 
a ae and Joun Henry Jonson, Solicitor. Longmans 
& Co. 

The fact that this practical and useful work, of which the first 
edition was published so long ago as 1853, and the fourth so recently 
as 1879, has now reached its fifth edition, is of itself substantial 
evidence of the reputation which it has acquired among those for 
whom it is intended. The authors state that the whole of the trea- 
tise has been subjected to careful revision, and that no pains have 
been spared to render it one that patentees and inventors may con- 
sult with confidence as a trustworthy exposition of that branch of 
law with which their interests are most closely concerned ; and they 
venture to think that in its enlarged form it may deserve the notice 
of the legal profession. It appears to us that the result of the 
authors’ labours has been the production of a work which may well 
attain the objects proposed for it, and which cannot fail to be con- 
sulted with advantage, whether by inventors or by lawyers. The 
treatise is followed by an appendix containing statutes, rules and 
forms, the patent laws of foreign countries and British colonies, the 
International Convention, and a very fair index. The body of the 
work would be made more easy of reference if judiciously 
selected side-notes were added, and if all the references to the cases 
were given. 

A conspicuous feature consists in the number of cases cited from 
such works as Newton’s London Journal and the Practical Mechanic’s 
Journal, from the Times, and even from the private information of 
the authors. The industry displayed in this respect has had the 
result of illustrating many small, and some important, points which, 
but for these citations, would have remained mere matter of opinion. 
Here and there the inventor will find little pieces of sound advice which 
he may well take to heart—e.g., the observations at p. 149 on British 
Dynamite Company v. Krebs, cautioning inventors against makin, 
claims which, if held to extend the patent, would invalidate it, an 
if held not to extend it, are simply useless. We are not quite sure 
whether the authors intend, by the statement at p. 95, that there is 
no form enabling an inventor and an incorporated company to apply 
jointly for a patent, to throw any doubt upon the feasibility of suc 
an application being made; if such a doubt is intended, it appears to 
us not to be well founded. Section 4 authorizes two or more persons 
to make a joint application; section 5 only requires the declaration 
on application to state that one or more of the joint applicants 
claims or claim to be the true and first inventor or inventors; and 
section 117 defines ‘‘ person” to include a body corporate, so that it 
appears to be pretty clear that an incorpora' company may apply 
jointly with an inventor who is in possession of a patentable inven- 
tion. As far as the form is concerned, form A. in the schedule to the 
rules would require some modification to render it strictly appropriate 
to the case even of a joint application by two individuals of whom 
only one was in possession of the invention. 

The table of cases is, in some respects, capable of improvement ; 
thus, for Newton’s Patent there are given four references, two of which 
refer to one case tried under that name, and two to a totally different 
case of the same name, while a third case, also of the same name, 
which is referred to at p. 223, is not to be found mentioned at all. 
The abstracts of foreign laws, which are stated to have been revised 
by foreign patent agents and lawyers, contain much valuable infor- 
mation. Even Japan appears in the list, though it does not show to 
much advantage, as it seems that, though a patent law is in exist- 
ence in that country, it has not been acted upon, and no machinery 
exists there for the grant of patents. We would suggest that a 
useful addition to these abstracts in a sixth edition would be a table 
summarizing a few of the chief particulars relating to each country, 
and, at all events, stating the terms of Baye for which patents are 
org and the fees payable, the English equivalents for the 
oreign charges being stated, as an inventor would not be likely 
to have at his fingers’ ends the exact value of a Russian 
rouble, and even to translate Danish kroner into francs is not 
entirely satisfactory ; while, in the case of NorwWay, the specie daler 
is referred to as the unit of value, though that coin has been abolished 
for some ten years. At p. 309 the authors state that an Order in 
Council under section 103 of the Act of 1883, relating to international 
arrangements, will shortly be made. Either the book has been in 
print for some months, or else the information of the authors is, in 
this particular, not quite up to date, since the Order in Council which 
they predict was issued as long ago as June last. 





HUSBAND AND WIFE. 
A DicEst OF THE LAW OF HUSBAND AND WIFE AS IT AFFECTS 
PROPERTY, AND THE MARRIED WoOMEN’s Property Act, 18 2 
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With Notes and Illustrations. By Rate THIcknEsss£, Barrister- 
at-Law. Maxwell & Son. 


ff The law of husband and wife is at present in a state of confusing 
transition, for the rights and liabilities of the parties depend to a con- 
siderable extent on the date of the marriage. To the “stern un- 
bending codifier”’—a person whom Mr. Thicknesse does not seek to 
conciliate—this would, undoubtedly, be a difficulty to overcome 
rather than an insuperable obstacle in the path of codification. Mr. 
Thicknesse, however, codifies after a fashion of his own. He prints 
that indigestible morsel, the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882 
(adopting the language of the preface), ‘‘as it stands, without an 
attempt to modify any of its enormities of arrangement, or to render 
clearer, except by comments, any of its obscurities. After trying 
several ways of treating the subject I have thought it best to leave 
the Act asit was drawn, and to keep it separate from the Digest.” 
This would have been an excellent reason for not writing a digest, but 
we can scarcely accept it as an apology for distorted arrangement. 

It would be difficult to say what ‘‘law of husband and wife ” is 
digested in the earlier portion of the present work. Not that which 
now prevails, for we find in art. 1 that ‘the person of the wife is 
merged in that of her husband,”’ the operation of the recent Act 
being treated as an exception: not that which wasin force on the 31st 
of Decemter, 1882, for art. 98 lays it down that a married woman 
trader may be made a bankrupt; and not the existing law stated in 
successive propositions to suit the circumstances of marriages at various 
dates. A digest has no concern with the law of the past. It should, in 
our opinion, adequately represent the existing law on the subject of 
which it treats. Thus, however interesting from a historical poiat of 
view, a statement that ‘‘ the husband acquired an absolute interest 
in the chattels personal in possession of the wife ” should not find a 
place in a modern digest. 

A from the form into which the work has been thrown, we find 
much to commend in Mr. Thicknesse’s treatise. It takes the place of 
a second edition of the excellent little book published by him some 
two years ago on the Married Women’s Property Act; and in it we 
find the same lucidity of expression and ingenuity of criticism which 
characterized its predecessor. A phrase here and there might, 
perhaps, be amended, as, for example, ‘‘ the property of which the 
wife can dispose by acknowledgment,” and ‘‘temporary dissolution ” 
of marri by contract or decree of judicial separation; but, in 
general, the propositions in which he lays down the law are 
accurately expressed. The illustrations, too, added to each article are 
concise and well chosen, and cannot fail to be interesting and in- 
structive. Duplicate references are in some cases supplied in the table 
of cases, but this laborious task has been so carelessly performed that 
it would have been better left undone. 


DISCOVERY. 


THE PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICE oF DiscovERY. By Epwarp Bray, 
Barrister-at-Law. Reeves & Turner. 


In point of fulness and careful attention to details, this book is one 
of the best we have seen for a long time. Not a case old or new is 
omitted, and we have many use ions in connection with 
doubtful points, while the table of contents, the table of cases, and 
the index are quite models in their way. We have, therefore, in the 
author’s words, ‘‘ a complete and comprehensive work on discovery.” 
Yet the book is not as satisfactory as it ought to have been, 
for the simple reason that ‘‘the old practice of discovery in chancery and 
at common law is considered in greater or less detail,’ and we regret 
to say too often in greater than in less detail. The result is, that we 
have to a great extent rather a series of intelligent essays than a 
working text-book, although if the practitioner can succeed in finding 
what he wants amidst the mass of accumulated matter, he will not 
repent of having consulted Mr. Bray as a guide. 








The time for giving notice in the London Gazette of private Bills and 
provisional orders which will be brought before Parliament next session 
expired on Saturday. From the notices which have been officially given it 
appears that the total number of Bills to be brought forward is 228, of 
which 215 relate to England and Wales, 2 to Scotland, 4 to Ireland, and 
8 relate either to foreign companies or to the United Kingdom generally. 
Of the Bills relating to England and Wales, 50 relate exclusively to 
London and the metropolis. Among the total number of Bills, 18 have 
reference to tramways, 22 to gas and water, 31 to"markets and town im- 
provements, and 106 to railways, of which 9 are for the consolidation and 
revision of the rates, tolls, and c! levied by the principal railway 
companies in ae ee the North-Eastern, Great Western, 

and Brighton, London and South-Western, Midland, Great 
Northern, London and North-Western, and the London, Chatham, and 


ver . The total number of a orders which the Board 
of Trade will be asked to t, and which, if peg Rete dee ard ar 
mentary sanction, is 44, of which number all to England and Wales, 


three only having reference to London. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE MIDDLESEX REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Knowing the many mysteries which surround that now 
altogether unnecessary proceeding, ‘‘ registration in Middlesex,” the 
orders and directions concerning which are enacted by a statute so 
ancient that it is thought unnecessary to exhibit the same for public 
notice at the registry, we venture to think that the following recent 
experience may prove interesting, if not instructive, to some of your 
readers. 

On our presenting a deed for registration recently we were 
charged a hee of 7s., our clerk, who never before attended to 
register a deed in Middlesex, paying the same without demur, 

The memorial was a very short one (we have since counted it and 
found it to be 410 words), so that the proper fees would appear to 
have been, under 500 words, 2s. 6d.; indorsement, 1s.; and oath 
(if, indeed, this is really chargeable), 1s. 6d.—altogether 5s. 

On our subsequently inquiring if there was not some mistake in the 
fee charged, we were informed by the deputy registrar that they had 
to deal with two classes of solicitors—viz., those who, without ques- 
tion, paid a universal fee of 5s. or 6s., irrespective of the length of 
the memorial, and those who counted their memorials and were 
charged according to the statutory scale, and that, as our memorial 
was not counted, we been treated as of the former class. This 
information, from such a source, was so gratifying that we refrained 
from expressing our own conviction that we had been treated as 
another class altogether—viz., those who pay what they are asked 
without inquiry or demur, and are charged 7s. 

It would appear, therefore, to be a matter of —— and economy 
for solicitors to count their memorials and pay the statutory fees only, 
as we believe there are very few memorials registered which count up 
to 700 words, so as to incur the universal fee of 6s. paid by solicitors 
of the class first above mentioned. . 

In conclusion, it may not be out of place if we state what we believe 
to be the correct scale of fees—viz. :— 


For the first 200 words of the memorial 
For every additional 100 words . ‘ 
For every indorsement “ ‘ r ‘ ‘ 
For the oath (though this appears to be doubtful) . 1 
Boy.Le & PHILLIPs. 
179, Gresham-house, Old Broad-street, E.C. 
[See the letter by Mr. Stoker, 27 Soxictrors’ JouRNAL, 7. By the 
way, we have not heard — of Mr. Munton’s action in this 
matter for some time.—Ep. 8. J.] . 


Hon? 
coace 





“A WARNING TO MORTGAGEES.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 

Sir,—The arguments of ‘‘ Lex” on the case of The West London 
Commercial Bank v. The Reliance Building Society tend to destroy all 
dealings in equities of redemption. 

These arguments apply alike to absolute sales as to mortgages. — 

If the first mortgagee has a right to yoy oy or to forget a notice, 
and is to act, or be justified in acting, as if no such notice had been 
given, the true owner of the equity, whether as purchaser or mort- 
gagee, can never be safe, and equities of redemption, instead of being 
a property which courts of equity especially protect and recognize, 
are mere delusions. 

In the case in question the first mortgagees actually handed the 
deeds over to the mortgagor’s solicitors to enable them to effect a sale 
for the mortgagor, who had transferred his rights to his second mort- 


8. 

e property could not have been sold, or even offered for sale, 

without access to the deeds. THE PLAINTIFFS’ SOLICITORS. 
8, Furnival’s-inn, E.C., Dec. 3. 


i 





THE LAW COURTS BRANCH OF THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—Can anyone explain how it is that the Law Courts Branch of 
the Bank of land does not act as banker for the Queen’s Bench 
Division as well as for the Pa -General for the purpose of 
cashing cheques? I ask the question because I found on attending 
to receive ip we for myer: by pe out of the Queen’s Bench Division 
that I could not cash it at Law Courts, but must pass it through 
my bankers, which tion must, I fancy, in some cases cause in- 
convenience which might be avoided, and in my case gave me the 





trouble of ing the cheque through my bank. If any of your 

readers can enlighten me as to the necessity for this ion I 

should be glad. Yorke H. Brrp, 
17, Southaanphos-elieek: W.C., Nov. 28. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 


Poor Ratz—Rareaniiry or TELEPHONE Posts anD Wines.—In the case 
of The Lancashire and Cheshire Telephonic Exchange Company v. The Overseers 
of Manchester, before the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 2nd inst., the 
question was whether the plaintiffs were rateable in respect of their 

lephone posts and wires. e company had been rated in respect of the 

of the telephone posts, standards, or other supports or attachments, 

and all the wires thereto attached, as one entire system. The wires in 
question were laid overhead, being carried through the roof of the plain- 
tiffs’ central hall, thence over buildings and streets, to the premises of sub- 
scribers. The wires were sup or steadied either by posts fixed in 
the ground, or more generally by being attached to the roofs, chimneys, 
or walls of buildings. The wires, if single, were attached by means of 
bolts ae screws, and if in numbers, by means of standards so attached, 
tin either case the attachments could be removed without damage to 

é buildings. The consent of the owners or occupiers of land into which 
thie poles were fixed, or of buildings to which attachments were made, was 
given by agreements in writing, the terms generally being that the com- 
pany should pay an annual wee A el and should, within a certain 
time, undertake to remove the posts or attachments when called upon to 
do so. The company’s servants were not allowed to go on the premises to 
which the wires were attached without the written consent of the owners, 
or unless accompanied by the owners’ servants, for whose time the com- 
pany had to pay. The. plaintiffs also supplied telephonic apparatus for 
the exclusive use of subscribers under agreements, on the terms (inter alia) 
that they should take good care of the apparatus, and on the determination 
of the agreements surrender the same to the plaintiffs. The question for 
the court was whether the telephone posts, standards, and other attach- 
ments and supports for wires, the wires thereto attached, were rateable, 
and, if so, as to who was liable for the rate; and, if they were rateable, 
whether they constituted a se te tenement or added to the rateable 
value of the premises to which they were attached. Mathew and Day, 
JJ., decided, on the authority of The Electric Telegraph Company v. Salford 
(3 W. R. 518, 11 Ex. 181), that the company’s occupation of the roofs, &c., 
to which the wires were attached, and of the ground in which the posts 
were fixed, was rateable (see report, 32 W. R. 922). The plaintiffs 
appealed. On — the § ape as to the telephone posts fixed in the 

round was abandoned. e court (Brerr, M.R., and Linptey, L.J.) 
the saps. Brett, M.R., said that the things fixed occupied so 
much of the buildings, and, therefore, so much of the soil as was neces- 
sary to keep them in place. The right of the company was to fix the 
bey ada houses, to be supported by the houses and the ground on 
Ww. the houses stood. Therefore the things might be the subject-matter 
of occupation of the land by the person in occupation of them. The 
occupier was the company, and the company being in exclusive occupa- 
tion of that which necessarily occupied part of the land, was in occupation 
of the land; and, therefore, rateable. It was never intended that any 
gd orright in, or power over, any of the things fixed shouldever belong 
to the owners of the houses. The whole profitable user of and exclusive right 
of dealing with the things was in the company. In such circumstances 
the case was like the cases where telegraph wires fixed to posts or walls 
fixed in the ground have been held to be in the occupation of the persons 
to whom they belong, for the reason that they are the property of those 
persons on whose account alone they are used, the persons giving the 
right to fix the things in the soil having no interest in or power of dealing 
with them, except that of giving notice forremoval. The company, there- 
fore, was rateable. The appeal should be dismissed. Linpuey, L.J., 
concurred.—CounssL, Webster, Q.C., and Henn Collins, Q.0.; Ambrose, 
Q.C., Smyley, and Overend Evans. Sourcrrors, Pritchard, Englefield, ¢ Co., 
for Grundy, Kershaw, § Co., Manchester; Johnson § Weatherall, for A. 
Tings, Manchester. 





RENT-CHARGE—RELEASE—APPORTIONMENT—22 & 23 Vict. c. 35, 8. 10.— 
In the case of Booth v. Smith, before the Court of Appeal No. 1 on the 
28th ult., the question was as to the construction of 22 & 23 Vict. c. 35, 
s. 10. By that section, ‘‘ The release from a rent-charge of part of the 
hereditaments charged therewith shall not extinguish the whole rent- 
charge, but shall operate only to bar the right to recover any part of the 
rent-charge out of the hereditaments released, without prejudice, never- 
theless, to the rights of all ms interested in the hereditaments or 
property remaining unrel and not concurring in or confirming the 
release.’” One Griffiths died in 1875, having devised certain land to his 
son, subject to an annnal rent-charge of £20 in favour of the plaintiff. 
In 1876 the son sold of the land to the defendant, without any 
agreement to procure release of the annuity. Subsequently the son 
conveyed the remainder of the land to one Wright, the plaintiff con- 
curring in the conveyance and para | the annuity in respect of the 
part so conveyed. The last-mentioned conveyance was made in pur- 
suance of a contract, to which the plaintiff had not been a party, entered 
into prior to the first conveyance. In an action to recover from the 
defendant the whole of the arrears of the annuity for five years, Stephen, 
Teen, oom ee L. J. Q. B. 425, 32 W. R. 

9 opinion e effect of the concludin of 
section 10 was to make the consent of all the persons istemeieltte tbe 
hereditaments remaining unreleased necessary to the release of the part 


intended to be released, and the retention of the rent-charge over the 
not intended to be released, and that, at the time of pgs be of 
statute, there existed a right in persons whose property was sub- 





| 


ject to a rent-charge to be discharged from it if other land gabiost to 
t was released. e plaintiff appealed. The court (Brerr, M.R., and 
Corron and Lrxpizy, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. Brerr, M.R., said that 
an owner of land charged with a rent-charge may, while the land is in 
his possession, desire to release part only, the o or pest being ip i 
ion. But also, as in the t case, he might get rid of all his land, 
But the annuitant might only agree to release part of it. In the first case 
the owner would have concurred in the release, and, therefore, not being 
within the saving part of the section, would, in respect of the unrele: 
part, have to pay the whole annuity. But, in the second case, the 
efendant, not having concurred in or confirmed the release, was within 
the saving clause; and, therefore, his substantial rights (not the mode of 
enforcing them) were to be reserved, as they existed before the statute, 
But, at that time, if he had had to pay the whole charge, he would have 
been entitled to contribution from the owners of the other parts, so that, 
in the result, he would have been liable only to such a proportion as was 
represented by his part of the land, having regard to the whole land 
te) ime charged. That was the liability reserved to him by the Act, 
and, therefore, judgment should be him for that amount. 
Corron, L.J., was of the same opinion. e reasonable interpretation of 
the section was to look at the foundation of the former action for contri- 
bution, and to say that the part not released remained liable only to its 
proportion of the rent-charge. Linpiey, L.J., was of the same opinion. 
Senin, W. Barber, Q.C., and J. Cutler; J. G. Witt and @. Metcalfe, 
Soxrcrrors, Tippetts ¢ Sons, for C. Chambers, Hastings ; Tamplin, Tayler, § 
Joseph. 





Warp or Covurt—L&AvE TO TAKE OUT OF JURISDICTION—TERMS IM- 
POsED.—In a case of In re Callaghan, before the Court of Appeal on the Ist 
inst., a question arose as to giving leave to take a ward of court out of the 
jurisdiction. The ward was a young lady, aged twenty, and the applica- 
tion was made by her mother (a widow), who was her sole ian. The 
mother was about going to reside in Jamaica, in whichisland she had some 
property. The daughter was born in Jamaica in July, 1864, and had resided 
there with her mother until 1875, when she was sent to this country to 
be educated. The mother was appointed guardian of her infant children 
by order of the court in July, 1883, she had resided in England 
for several years, and she was now desirous of returning with her 
daughter to Jamaica to reside on her property there. The daughter 
had been living for several years in England with her mother. There 
was only one other child, a son, who was to remain in England to pur- 
sue his studies. Kay, J., refused the application, on the ground that 
there were no special circumstances sufficient to justify a departure from 
the general rule that the court would not permit an infant ward to be 
taken out of the jurisdiction, and so removed from its control. The 
Court of Appeal (Baceatiay, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) grantedit. Baccat- 
tay, L.J., said that the uncle of the ward would be appointed co- 
guardian with her mother, and, upon their undertaking to produce the 
ward in court if and when required, she would be allowed to go with 
her mother to Jamaica. Kay, J., ap to have thought that the rule 
with re; to allowing wards of court to leave the jurisdiction was more 
strict than their lordships considered it to be, and that in no case would 
the court sanction a ward going out of the jurisdiction, unless there were 

ecial circumstances requiring that the ward should go. Their lord- 
ships thought that the question eet Feet when the ward was 
a female, on whether it would be efi for her to go abroad. Here 
the mother, with whom the ward had previously resided, and who formerly 
resided on her property at Jamaica, was going abroad and would remain 
there some time. The nearest relative of the ward in England with 
whom she could reside would be her younger brother. Having rd, 
therefore, to all the circumstances of the case, they thought it would be 
more advantageous for the ward to go abroad with hermother. Fry, L.J., 
thought that the two points to be considered were: (1) what was for the 
interest of the ward ; (2) the security which the court had that its order 
would be obeyed.—Counset, Kekewich, Q.C. Soxtcrrors, Cookson, Wawn- 
wright, § Pennington. 





R. S. C., 1883, orp. 19, nr. 6, 7—Practice—Particutars or Demanp.— 
In a case of Blackie v. Osmaston, before the Court of Appeal on the 26th 
ult., a question arose as to the giving to a defendant particulars of the 
plaintiffs’ demand before the defence was put in. The action was by 
executors, whose testator had been a director of a colliery company, and 
who, as sureties for the company, had joined with the defendant and three 
other directors in a joint and several covenant with a mortgagee of the 
colliery to pay to him the mortgage debt of £32,000, with interest. The 
company was insolvent and in liquidation. The statement of claim 
alleged that since the winding-up order the testator, during his life, and 
the plaintiffs as his executors since his death, had, in pursuance of the 
pore gay large sums in Paying off the balance of principal and inter- 
est secured by the mortgage the mortgagee’s costs, and Mad i 
various sums for dead rent and other expenses to Segerre the mortgaged 
property and for costs, and that these payments, including interest thereon, 

ut after deducting various sums received from the sale of the mortgaged 
property and from other persons than the defendant as contribu . 
amounted to £16,233. The statement of claim also alleged that the plain- 
tiffs, as sureties, had incurred other costs and expenses. And the plain- 
tiffs claimed an order on the defendant to pay to them half the sum of 
£16,233, with interest till ent, and an account of what was due from 
the defendant to the plein under the covenant, over and above the half 
of the £16,233. The defendant, not having delivered a defence, took out a 


summons for the deliv by the of particulars of 
which they had alleged “that They and their testator had paid ander the 









ee ee ae ees ae oO 











o Dec. 6, 1884. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. (99 




















covenant. Pearson, J., refused the application. The Court of Appeal 
(Baccattay, Bowzy, and Fry, L.JJ.), held that the particulars must be 
given. Baceartay, L.J., said that, if only an account was asked for, 
particulars would not be ordered, but, if a definite sum was claimed, the 
rule was different. The practice was perfectly well known, and was 
established by Augustinus v. Nerinckx (L. R. 16 Ch. D. 13, 25 Soxicrrors’ 
Journal, 48). Bowegn, L.J., said that, if the — claimed a specific 
sum, he must state what his case was. The defendant ought to know 
what he had to meet. Fry, L.J., concurred.—Counsgt, Ashton Cross ; 
Everitt, Q.C. ; Russell Roberts, Soxicrrors, Henry Fox ; Brook § Chapman. 





Huspanp AND Wire—Szraration Desp— Provision ror AccEss TO 
Curmpren By Wirre—Consrruction.—In a case of Hunt v. Hunt, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 26th ult., a question arose as to the construction of 
the provisions of a separation deed between husband and wife. The husband 
was a surgeon in the army. The deed was executed in November, 1880, 
when he was just about proceeding to India on service. It contained 
some special provisions as to the custody of the children of the marriage 
during his absence in India, and then provided that on his return from 
India he would resume the entire cusoie of the children, and that full 
and free liberty of access to the children should be always accorded to the 
wife, to the extent at the least of her having the op ity of spending 
one day in every fortnight with the children, but subject, if parce 
aud so far as reasonable, to the rules of any school where they might 
sapere and that each one of such children might pent six weeks, or any 
ess period, with the wife, at one or at different es, in every year as 
she should request. The husband was absent in India about a year, and 
since his return two of the children had been living with him. He had 
recently been ordered to Egypt, and he proposed to take with him two of 
the children, a daughter and hissecdnd boy. This, his wife alleged, would 
be a violation of the provision of the deed that the wife should have full 
and free access to the children. Pearson, J., adopted this construction of 
the covenant, and granted an injunction restraining the husband from 
taking the children with him. The Court of Appeal (Baccatiay, Bowen, 
and Fry, L,JJ.) discharged the injunction. Bagcattay, L.J., said that 
the first thing to be observed was that there was no direct provision that 
the wife should have the custody of the children, but only that she should 
have full and free access to them, and an opportunity of having them with 
her for a certain time every year. What did this mean? Did it mean 
that the husband was bound at all times to keep the children in the same 
place in which the wife was residing, or that wherever he, in the ordi 
couree, according to his professional engagements, should be residing, there 
she must find her way, and there should have the means of access to 
them? It could hardly mean that, wherever she might choose to reside, 
she should see the children once a Soranigne- Suppose that in the dis- 
charge of his duties he was quartered at Inverness, and she chose to live 
at Penzance, was she to have each of the children sent to her forsix weeks 
in each year? Could it be supposed that, when the deed was entered into 
with a full knowledge of his position as an officer in the army, it was in- 
tended that, whenever he went abroad on service, he should be bound to 
leave his children with his wife? That would be inconsistent with the dis- 
charge of his duty as an officer. On the best construction he could put on 
the covenant his lordship came to the conclusion that, if the wife desired 
to have the access to the children which was provided by the deed, she 
was bound to secure the possibility of it, and that she could not interfere 
with the place to which the husband reasonably chose to take them, so 
long as he chose to adopt the entire custody of them. She must follow 
him to the place in which he was residing. Bowszn, L.J., was of the same 
opinion. Anyone who was seeking to curtail the legal right of a father to 
the custody of his children of tender years was bound to show clear words 
depriving him of it. His lordship could not think that there were any 
such words in this covenant. He did not think that the husband could be 
said to be denying his wife access to the children if he took them with him 
where he was going to reside in the ordinary course of his 
duty. This might place a difficulty in the way of the wife’s access to 
them, but not an unreasonable difficulty. Fry, L.J., concurred, —- 
that he was by no means satisfied that the court would enforce a covenan 
of this kind by injunction,—Covnss1, Maclean. Soxicrrors, Theodore 
Allingham, 4 Pearce. 
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Marrrep Woman—Serriement—ELection—R&sTRAINT ON ANTICIPATION 
—Marrirep Women’s Prorrerty Act, 1882, ss. 5, 19.—In the case of In 
re Queade’s Trusts, before Chitty, J., on the 22nd and 29th ult., and Ist 
Belile se for varent bas of a fund te Cokeh teprpeaeting pesomeate 

‘or payment out of a court representing 
undisposed of by a testator who died in Moveshin 1883, and to which 


the petitioner was entitled as next of kin. It ap that by a post- 
nuptial settlement made in 1847 between the tioner, then an t, 
her husband, and trustees, it was agreed and by and between the 


parties, and the husband covenanted that all Property to which the peti- 
tioner or her husband in her right was then or sho uring the coverture 
become ed of or entitled to should be assured upon trust for the 
wife for life to her separate use without anticipation, and after her death 
upon trusts in favour of the husband and issue of the . Certain 
roperty had been transferred under the settlement to the trustees. 
uestions therefore arose (1) whether the operation of section 5 of the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882 (conferring on women married 
before January 1, 1883, the right to hold and dispose of as their separate 
property all real and personal property accruing after that date), was dis 


2 
F 


placed the settlement, when regard was had to section 19 
ee enh is as follows Hi ing in this Act shall interfere 
affect any settlement or agreement for a settlement made or to be 
whether before or after respecting the property of any married 
woman, or shall interfere or render inoperative any restriction 
— anticipation attached or to be hereafter attached to the enjoyment 
of any property or income by a woman under settlement, t 
for a settlement, will, or other instrument; . . . ” (2) wh in the 
event of there being no such displacement, and of the tioner being 
held to be entitled to the fund by virtue of section 5 of the Act, there 
would be a case of election between the fund in court and the income 
under the settlement notwithstanding the restraint on anticipation ; and 
(3) whether in the event of there being election, the petitioner would be 
entitled herself to elect as a feme sole, or whether the election must be by 
the court. Currry, J., said, with regard to question (1), the language of 
section 19 of the Act was not without difficulty. It was, however, clear 
that the section saved settlements, whether ante-nuptial or post-nuptial, 
and whether the marriage was before or after the date of the commence- 
ment of the Act. It had been argued that the words “‘settlement . . . 
respecting the p of any married woman” meant any settlement, 
but to so hold would be to place it in the power of any husband, 
by a post-nuptial settlement in favour of strangers, to deprive 
the wife of the benefit of section 5. With such a result, notwith- 
standing that section 19 did not say that the settlement was to 
be one under which the wife took benefits, it would be absurd to read the 
words “‘any settlement, &c.,’’ in a literal and extended sense. It was 
more rational to take the clause as one inserted in the Act by way of pre- 
caution, and to read the words as any settlement which affected legally or 
equitably the p which would be the married woman’s by virtue of 
section 5. The effect of which would be that section 19 would appear to 
qualify the statutory right of under section 5, whether the settle- 
ment was made by the married woman before or after the Act. The 
husband’s covenant did not, therefore, take effect, because there was no 
settlement by the wife within the meaning of section 19. The case of 
In re Stonor’s Trusts (L. R. 24 Ch. D. 195, 31 W. R. Dig. 169) had been 
cited as a decision of Pearson, J., adverse to this view. It did not, how- 
ever, appear that that case governed the same question as was now before 
the court, for it was a case of an ante-nuptial ent by a feme sole, 
and, so far soe be - to say oF on i of — J., 
a) to t, for there was a covenan a married woma 
pn ay and he may have considered upon the construction of that 
covenant that there was shown an intention that the wife should not take 
such a benefit as was conferred by section 5. If, however, In ve Stonor's 
Trusts was a decision gi section 19 the wide effect of exempting any, 
or rather all, settlements, must dissent from the decision. The - 
tioner was, therefore, entitled to the fund. With to question (2), 
the recent decision of Kay, J., in In re Vardon’s Trusts (Kay, J., 19th 
ult.) was stated to be in conflict with the late Master of the Rolls’ remarks 
in Smith v. Lucas (30 W. R. 461, L. R. 18 Ch. D. 354), and his own decision 
in In re Wheatley, Smith v. Spence (29 Soricrrors’ Journat, 675) ; he should, 
therefore, reserve his judgment with a view of ascertaining whether the 
decision in either In re Vardon’s Trusts or In re Wheatley was likely to 
come before the Court of Appeal. With to question (3), the result 
of the Married Women’s erty Act, 1883, would seem to be that a 
married woman taki te property should be treated for all pur- 
as a feme sole. petitioner was, therefore, in a position to assert 
her title, and, therefore, in no way bound to submit her election to the 
discretion of the court. His lordship added that if the itioner was 
put to her election, the a = er life oom Oo her —— 
accruing after the presentation petition wo - 
stitute the sole com fund.—Counset, Horace Davey, Q.C., and 
Wolstenholme ; B. B. Rogers; Maclean, Soxrcrtors, C. E. Parish ; Wm. 
Daniel ; Winter § Co. 
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R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 55, . 10—Apmiisrration—Pxcuntary Lecates— 
INSUFFICIENCY OF ASsETS—ACCOUNTS RENDERED—DismissaL oF AcTION.— 
In the case of Barrett v. Barrett, before Chitty, J., on the 20th ult., being 

1 against executors for the administration 
of his testator’s estate, commenced in March, 1883, it was admitted by the 
defendants that the assets were insufficient for the payment of the - 
tiff's logecy in full, but it appeared that, before the heeriag, tie tiff 
had been offered inspection of the defendants’ accounts, and not in- 
spected them. When the action came on for hearing the tiff refused, 
at his own risk as to costs, to take an order for the administration 
accounts and the 


Q.C., and A. Whitaker, for the ; 
Lawrence, for the defendants. Soxrtcrrons, Bartrum ; Gregory § Co. 





Manzrep Woman—Founp 1x Count—Payment ovr—Sum unpzr £20— 
AFrIpAviT oF NO SeTTLEMENT.—In a case of Guest v. Newmes, on the 2nd 
inst., Pzarsoy, J., in ordermg the payment out of court of sums under 
£20, belonging to some married women, with their separate 
examination and with the ordinary affidavit of no settlement. The order 
provided that the sum should be paid to the married woman in each case 
on the joint receipt of herself and her husband. The ious 
reported case of the kind appears to be Veal v. Veal (L. R. . 115), 
but there the sum was under £10.—Counsg1, D. Sturges ; q ‘i 
Sorrcrrors, Hamlin, Grammer § Hamlin ; Chester, Mayhew, § Co, 
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Cuasses oF Prorerry—Dzscenpep Rea Estars.—In a case of Hurst vy. 
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Hurst, before Pearson, J., on the 1st inst., a question arose as to the order 
in which different of a testator’s estate should be — in the 
yment of the costs of an administration suit, the personal estate being 
Fnsufficient. The testator devised and bequeathed freehold and leasehold 
estates to trustees, on trust, as to one moiety, to permit his daughter to 
receive the rents for her life to her separate use, and after her death to 
convey and assign the property to her children, in equal shares, on their 
ively attaining twenty-one; and, as to the other moiety, on trust 
to permit the testator’s son to receive the rents for his life, and after his 
death to convey and assign the property to his children, in equal shares, 
on their respectively attaining twenty-one, and if any of them should die 
under twenty-one, to convey and assign the shares or share of the 
children or child so dying to the others or other; but if the son should 
have no issue, or none of his children should attain twenty-one, the prop- 
erty was to be conveyed and assigned by the trustees to, and equally 
divided between, such of the children of the daughter as should attain 
twenty-one. And there was a proviso that the son and the daughter 
respectively should not charge or incumber their life interests, or any part 
thereof, and in case either the son or the daughter should do so, then the 
bequest to the son or daughter so trangressing such condition should, 
ee become absolutely forfeited, and in either of such cases the 
trusts In favour of the child or children of the son or daughter so trans- 
—— should at once take effect. The- will contained a residuary be- 
uest of personalty, but there was no residuary devise of realty. The 
danghter was married and had children ; the son was a bachelor. After 
the of the testator, the son executed a memorandum charging his 
interest under the will. Afterwards he demised his moiety for twenty-one 
= a rent, and his lessee mo: the lease. A bill was filed 
the Court of Chancery to administer the testator’s estate, and a 
supplemental bill was afterwards filed, to which the mortgagees of the lease 
were made defendants, claiming a declaration that, by reason of the charge 
executed by the son, his life interest was determined, and the trusts in 
favour of his children (if any), and, if none, in favour of the children of 
the daughter, were accelerated, and that, consequently, the lease and the 
— of the lease were inoperative. The court held (L, R. 21 Ch. D. 
278, 26 Sortcrrors’ Jovrnat, 229, 433) that there was a forfeiture of the 
son’s life interest under the will ; but that, until he should have children, 
his interest in the freehold part of the property went to himself as the 
fe te of the wooog = interest in the leasehold part of 
property passed under the residuary bequest of personal estate, under 
which he took a third ; and consequently that, to that extent, the mort- 
gage was good. The person to whom the charge which worked the 
eiture was given had disclaimed. On the further consideration of the 
suit, the question arose how the plaintiff’s costs were to be borne, the 
personal estate being insufficient to pay them. It was con- 
tended that the quasi-life interest of the son, as heir, until he should have 
children who could take under the will, being descended real estate, was 
liable to the costs in Sones d to the specifically devised and bequeathed 
freehold and leasehold estates. Pranson, J., held that this interest of the 
son was not descended real estate within the ordinary rule. He said 
that Scott v. Cumberland (L. R. 18 Eq. 578) and Gowan v. Broughton (L. R. 
19 Eq. 77) did not apply. Row v. Row (L. R. 7 Eq. 414) was more like the 
present case. But there a devise in the will was held to be void for 
uncertainty, and the court read the will as if the devise had not been in 
itatall. In the t case he was of opinion that, by means of the 
forfeiture, the heir-at-law took the forfeited interest subject to the same 
conditions as the son would have taken it if he had not forfeited it, and 
subject to the same liability to pay the costs of the suit. His interest was, 
therefore, liable to costs only as specifically devised real estate 
rateably with the other specifically devised and bequeathed property. 
His lordship thought that this conclusion was in accordance with the 
whole it of Lord Cottenham’s judgment in Eyre v. Marsden (4 M. & C. 
231). SEL, Cookson, Q.0., and EF. Beaumont; Everitt, Q.C., and 
Ashton Cross ; Kingsford. Soxicrrors, Kingsford, Dorman, & Co. ; Poncione 
$ Leggatt. 





Action To spuivister Trusts—Deep To securE Denentures—In- 
suFricignT Estare—Prionity or Costs anp Exrenszs—RecEIVER AND 
Mawacer—Soricrron—Lizn—Costs—Set-orr—R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 65, R. 
27, suB-sxction 21.—In a case of Batten v. The Wedgwood Coal and Iron Com- 
pony, before Pearson, J., on the 25th ult., an important question arose as to 

of costs and ¢ in an action to administer trusts, the 

estate insufficient. e suit was brought to administer the trusts 
of a trust executed by a company to secure the payment of its 
es Saeeminres. The property assigned to the trustees consisted of 
collieries and plant. Immediately after the institution of the 

suit a receiver and manager was appointed, and he continued to work 
the collieries for scme years at a loss. Ultimately, the property was sold 
for £1,600, and the purchase-money was paid into court. The balance 
found die to the receiver on passing his accounts was over £5,000, con- 
remuneration and costes and e ses. The suit was brought 

by A., a debenture-holder, on behalf of himself and the other debenture- 
against the company and the trustees of the deed. After some 

A. became bankrupt, and B., another debenture-holder, was, on her 
, substituted as plaintiff. She had the conduct of the sale, and 

& previous abortive attempt to sell. After B. had been substituted as 
plaintiff, an order was made that A.’s solicitors should deliver up to B.’s 
solicitor all and documents relating to the conduct and prosecu- 
tion of the such delivery to be subject and without prejudice to their 
) upon the papers and documents. On the ground of this 

A.’s solicitors claimed to be paid their costs as his solicitors 


e 


ie 
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Pearson, J., disallowed this claim. He said that he would not create a 
lien, which seemed to have been abolished by common sense and the 
practice of the court. And he held that the costs and other expenses 
must be paid out of the fund in the following order :—(1) The plaintiff's 
costs of the realization of the property, including the costs of the abortive 
sale ; (2) the balance due to the receiver and manager, and his costs; (3) 
the costs, charges, and expenses of the trustees of the deed; (4) the 
costs of the suit of the two plaintiffs, pari passu ; (5) the debenture- 
holders. Pxarson, J., said that he was surprised to find that there was so 
very little authority directly in point as to the right of a receiver, but he 
thought this arose from the fact that the principle on which the court 
acted had never been challenged, and that the rule had always been to 
pay the receiver before distributing the estate. The practice had been to 
ischarge a receiver, on his i his accounts, allowing him the 
remuneration, at five per cent., to which he was entitled, and all his costs. 
If the argument was sound, that the remuneration of the receiver was de- 
pendent on the sufficiency of the estate to bear all the costs, it was plain that 
a receiver would never be discharged until it was established to the satis- 
faction of the court that there was onenen to pay all the costs. But no 
one had ever heard of such a practice. e receiver was an officer of the 
court, and the court was bound to see that he was paid, just as if the 
trustees had employed a manager they would have been bound to pay 
him, without referencd to the sufficiency of the estate to meet other 
charges, This was in accordance with the decision of Lord Langdale, 
M.R., in Courand v. Hanmer (9 Beav. 3), that a receiver against whom an 
application was made by a defendant mortgagor, which was dismissed 
with costs, which the defendant could not pay, was entitled to his costs, 
as between solicitor and client, out of a fund belonging to mortgagees. 
Another important question arose as to a set-off of costs. Two summonses 
taken out by the plaintiff B. (one of them to vary the chief clerk’s 
certificate) were dismissed with costs, and the receiver’s counsel asked 
that these costs might be set off the costs which B. was to 
receive out of the fund in court. Rule 27 (sub-section 21) of order 65 
rovides that, ‘‘ In any case in which, under the last preceding regulation ’’ 
the rule as to the disallowance of the costs of pleadings, &c., which the 
taxing officer “shall find to be improper, unnecessary, vexatious, or to 
contain unnecessary matter, or to be of unnecessary length, or caused by 
misconduct or negligence ’’), ‘‘ or any other rule of court, th the order 
or direction of a court or judge, or otherwise, a party entitled to receive 
costs is liable to pay costs to any other party, the taxing officer may tax 
the costs such party is so liable to pay, and may adjust the same by way 
of deduction or set-off, or may, if he shall think fit, delay the allowance 
of the costs such party is entitled to receive until he has paid or tendered 
the costs hé is liable to pay, or such officer may allow or certify the costs 
to be paid, and direct payment thereof, and the same may be recovered by 
the party entitled thereto in the same manner as costs ordered to be paid 
may be recovered.’’ It was urged on behalf of the plaintiff that there could 
be a set-off of costs under this order, only when a party who was ord red 
personally to pay costs was entitled to receive costs from another party, 
and that costs receivable out of a fund could not be set off against costs 
which the party was a ordered to pay: Pearson, J., held that 
the rule applied, and di the set-off to made. The words of the 
rule, he said, were general, ‘‘ party entitled to receive costs,’’ and were 
not limited to the case of a party entitled to receive costs from another 
—. They included the case of a party entitled to receive costs out of a 
nd. His lordship thought this rule a just and rz one.—CounskL, 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Heath ; Cookson, Q.C., and £. Ford ; Giffard, Q.C., 
and H. Fellows ; Higgins,Q.C., and Levett ; Warmington, Q.C., and Boome. 
Soticrrors, J. Vernon Musgrave ; C. Harcourt ; Stibbard, Gibson, § Co. ; 
Mercer & Mercer ; J. § C. Attenborough. 





Practice — InrerrocAtory —Surricrency or ANSwER—SoLICITOR AND 
Crrent.—In Foakes v. Webb, which came before Kay, J., on au adjourned 
summons on the 28th ult., the question arose whether the defendants were 
entitled on the ground of privilege to refuse to answer an interrogatory 
as to what took place between their solicitor and the plaintiff’s solicitor. 
The action was for specific ormance of an ent for sale which 
was alleged to be contained in a receipt dated the 28th of September, 
1883. The defendants denied that the receipt contained the true terms of 
the agreement. The plaintiff then deliv interrogatories, the second 
of which was as follows: ‘‘Is it not the fact that between the 13th of 
November and the date of delivery of the defence in this action, 
numerous, or some, and how many interviews took place, and a large 
amount of correspondence passed between the plaintiff’s solicitor and the 
defendants’ solicitor in relation to the said a and to the terms 
and poe eye yey Pp”? he pr re declined to ener a re 
ground that they no personal know: of these matters, an e 
only information they had relatin eaeaih bea derived from confidential 
communications between them and their solicitors in reference to their 
defence in the action. The plaintiff took out a summons to compel the de- 
fendant to make a further answer. Kay,J., held that it was not sufficient 
for the defendants to say that they had no personal knowledge of the subject 
of the in tory. They ought to set out what was their information 
and belief; information obtained by them from their solicitors as to 
what took place between them and the solicitors of the other side was not 

vileged. Accordingly, his lordship ordered the defendants to make a 
urther answer.—OCounssi, Lyttleton Chubb ; Levett, Soxicrrons, Foakes ; 
Park, Nelson, § Co. 





Company—Winpine vp—Catt—Un.mirep CompANY—PAYMENT NECES- 
SARY vor THE Winpinc vp—Comranies Act, 1862, s. 102—Gunenat Oxver, 





lien (if 
in the suit out of the fund in court in priority to any other claim. 





1862, un. 33, 34, 35.—In the case of In re The Norwich Equitable Fire As- 
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surance Company, Miller's case, before Bacon, Y.C., on the 26th ult., a 
question arose whether a contributory of an unlimited company could be 
‘ordered to pay £819 to the official liquidator, under section 102, as being 
moneys required to be paid for the adjustment of the rights and liabilities 
of members of the company amongst themselves. The £819 was claimed 
in respect of a call made before the winding up, but the validity of that 
call was disputed. The liquidator said that the payment was necessary 
for the proper winding up of the company, but he did not allege that he 
had made a fresh under the General Order of 1862, rr. 33, 34, 35. 
Bacon, V.C., said that the court had power, under section 102, to enforce 
such a call as that now stated by the liquidator to be ———- for the 
winding up—a statement which was uncontradicted—although the riglits 
and liabilities of members might not be ripe for adjustment, and allowed 
the summons.— Counszt, Marten, Q.C., and Seward Brice; Micklem. Sou1- 
crrors, Boxall ¢ Boxall ; Montagu Hawkins. 





CompANy—Winpine up—ReconstrvucTion—RiGut or DissENnTIENT SHARE- 
HOLDER TO INSPECT THE Books or THE CompANY—ARBITRATION— COMPANIES 
Acr, 1862, s. 161.—In a case of Re The Glamorganshire Banking Company 
(Limited), Morgan’s case, before Bacon, V.C., on the 26th ult., the question 
arose whether, upon the reconstruction of a company under section 161 
(the old company being wound up voluntanly and a new one formed 
under the same name) a dissentient shareholder, who had declined the 

offered by the liquidator for her shares, was entitled, whilst the 
arbitration on the subject was pending, but before any had been 
taken in it beyond naming the arbitrators, to inspect the books of the old 
company which had been already handed over to the new company. 
Bacon, V.C., said that the provisions of the Act of Parliament had been 
strictly complied with. The plaintiff had given notice of arbitration if 
the price were not increased. Arbitration was actually ding, and the 
onus would be on the liquidators to prove to the arbitrator that the price 
offered was a fair one. The books would be gee - then, and the court 
would not make the order now asked for, which might be ruinous to the 
new company. Summons dismissed.—Covunsg1, Millar, Q.C., and Kirby ; 
Marten, roe and Pryor, Sourcrrors, Nicholl Morgan ; W. Voss, 


Practice—Summons ror Jupce’s Oprnion upon Curer Cierk’s Rervsan 
or A Former Summons—Time WITHIN WHICH APPLICATION MAY BE MADE— 
Company—Winpinc urp—Contrinutory—Companiges Act, 1862, s. 124— 
JupicaturE Act, 1873, s. 50.—In the case of In re The Norwich Equitable 
Fire Assurance Company, Brasnett’s case, before Bacon, V.C., on the 26th 
ult., a question arose whether, where the chief clerk has a 
summons by an official liquidator for rectification of the ister, but no 
order has been drawn up, and the chief clerk refuses an application made 
three months afterwards to adjourn the summons into court, the 
applicant can, by a fresh: summons, obtain the opinion of the judge upon 
the chief clerk’s refusal of the first summons, Bacon, V.C., said that 
although there was no express provision on the subject, it could not be 
disputed that the court was guided by anal in such matters. If he 
were to allow the present application he woul unable to refuse in any 
case, and should introduce a most mischievous innovation. The applica- 
tion was too late, and, in the exercise of his discretion, he dismissed the 
summons.—CounsgL, Marten, Q.C., and Seward Brice; Horton Smith, 
Q.0., and Methold. Soxicrrors, Boxall §¢ Boxall; Owles § Collinson. 








Insunction — Marxet— Apnjorntnc SHopowner—Fravp on Marker. 
—In acase of Horner v. Freeman, before Bacon, V.C., on the 26th ult., 
a question arose whether the defendant had by his course of business 
committed a fraud on the rights of the lessee of Spitalfields Market. 
The defendant sold goods of the same class as the goods sold at 
the market, both on his own account and also on commission, 
subject to the condition that he had himself to buy all goods 
not so sold on commission within a week, and that none were to 
be returned to the consignors. His shop was close to the market, and he 
also exposed goods for sale on vans standing in the street and on a strip 
of pavement adjoining, and alleged to form part of his shop; but the 
bargains were concluded and money paid inside the shop. The plaintiff 
had given notice to the defendant that there-was room for him in the 
market. Bacon, V.C., said that the acts complained of were a fraud on 
the market, and that it did not matter that other persons had done the 
same for many ey Without deci whether the acts also constituted 
a disturbance of the market, he was of opinion that the defendant had 
taken the benefit of the market without paying the duties of it, and that 
the plaintiff was entitled to an injunction.—Counssn, Sir H. Giffard, 
Q.0., and Vernon R. Smith ; Finlay, Q.0., and F. Hoare Colt. Soxtcrrors, 
E. Betteley ; A. Turner $ Son. 





Action acarnst Company ror Wronerut Reorstration or PLAINttrr As 
Suanznotper.—On the 28th ult. the action of Clark v. The South Metro- 
politan Gas wee ys = _— before ate J. an action for 

against the defendant com r registering one 
J.D. as the holder of one of ate heme. The material facts were 
as follow :—Susanna Popkin was the tered owner of one share in the 
Phonix Gas Company, which was amalgamated with the 
defendant company. On the Ist of April, 1859, Susanna Popkin died 
intestate, leaving Alfred Eude Popkin her sole next of kin, who took out 
letters of tion to her estate. On the 10th of November, 1859, 


A. E. Popkin died without having dealt with the share then standing in 
Susanna Popkin’s name. Jemima Stutters was A. E. Popkin’s sole next of 





took out letters of 


kin. His widow, Eliza administration 
’s estate. On November 17, 


to his 
estate, but not to Susanna P 1860, 


Eliza Popkin sold the share in the name of Susanna Popkin to J. D. 
Hill for £67, and the defendant company r him as the new holder. 
In the transfer deed Eliza P the share as “‘ the 


opkin to transfer 
administratrix of A. E. Popkin, the administrator of Susanna Popkin.’ 


In July, 1883, the plaintiff took out letters of de bonis now 
to Susanna Popkin's estate, and commenced the action. The 
residuary account of Susanna Popkin’s estate was put in as 
evidence at the trial, showed that, at the time of A. E. P ’s death, no 
debts due from Susanna Popkin’s estate remained un This account 


rted to be exhibited by A. E. Popkin, but was passed in February, 
+t , and signed by his widow, Eliza Popkin. Norrtu, J., held that, as no 
debts due from Susanna —* estate remained unpaid 
the transfer to Hill, the in question was 
estate, and Eliza Popkin, as his administratrix, 
transfer, subject to agg 
termed the legal estate. 
an administrator de bonis non 
appointed, would be rage 4 a 
transfer. Accordingly, lordshi t 
administratrix of Alfred Eude Pi was enti 
and the defendant company was justified in 
owner.—CounsEt, Barber, Q.C., and Brabant ; 


Sorrcrrors, F. A. Brabant ; Young, Jones, Roberts, $ Hale. 


Pracrice—County Court—CasE REMITTED ror TRIAL To THE CouNnTY 
Cournt— Mops or opTarninc A New Triai—R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 39, rn. 3; 
orp. 52, x. 2.—In the case of Pritchard v. Pritchard, and in four other 
cases which came before the Divisional Court, of Lord Coleridge, 
C.J., Mathew and A. L. Smith, JJ., the question arose as to the mode of 
moving for a new trial in an action of contract commenced in the Queen’s 
Bench Division, but remitted for trial to a county court after issue joined 
under 19 & 20 Vict. c. 108, s. 26. The a t had given noiice of 
motion for a new trial within eight days of the trial, and before the 
decision of the Court of A; in Matthews v. Ovey (L. R. 13 Q. B. D. 403), but 
on the cases sous on argument on November 28, the objection was 
taken that the application should have been for a rule nisi for a new trial, 
and not by notice of motion, on the ground that ord. 39, r. 3, which says 
that every application for a new trial shall be by notice of motion, and no 
rule nisi, order to show cause, or formal ing other than such notice 
of motion shall be made or taken, does not y 
the county court for trial: London v. Roffey (26 W. R.79, L. 
followed A 
took time to consider their j ent, 
the objection was a good one, and that ord. 39, r. 3, and ord. 52, r. 2, did 
not apply to actions remitted for trial to 19 & 
Vict. c. ios, s. 26. The mode of applying for a new trial in suc 
case was by rule nisi within four from the trial, but in the 
present cases, the court would extend the time for moving.—CovnszL, 
Williams ; Marshall. 
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BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


Banxkruptcy—LiquipaTION BY ARRANGEMENT—REMOVAL or TRrusTEE—- 
Jurispiction or Court—*‘ Causs shown ’’—Drscretion or Reaistrar— 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, s. 83.—In a case of Bz parte Newitt, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 28th ult., a question arose as to the jurisdiction 
of the court under the Act, 1869, to remove a trustee in a 
bankruptcy or a liquidation by and, inasmuch as the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883, contains, in sections 84 and ey ee ome subject 
somewhat similar to those contained in section 83 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1869, the case is of importance. The ares we from an order made by 
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whom had chosen, and not in part of the number. And reliance 
was on the practice under the Bankruptcy Act, 6 Geo. 4, c. 16, 
as shown by Ex parte Shaw (1 G. & J. 155), not to remove one assignee 
in without removing all. And it was urged that cause was 
not shown when nothing like fraud or dishonesty on the part of the trustee 
was proved. Moreover, it was said that the registrar’s order was wrong, 
because it simply removed the trustee, and did not go on to direct a meet- 
ifig of the tebibors to be held for the purpose of choosing a new one. 
This, it was said, was equivalent to appointing the continuing trustee to 
be sole trustee, and wasa u tion of the functions of the creditors. 
Baceatray, L.J., said that he did not understand the registrar as implying 
that N. had been guilty of any dishonest conduct, but that he was 
actuated by that which was in itself by no means a dishonourable motive 
—the desire of doing the best he could for the debtor. As regarded the 
sale of a yacht belonging to the debtor, he had done his best to frustrate 
the order of the court for its sale. An expression used by Bowen, L.J., 
during the — described his position very accurately; he laid 
on his back. His lordship was of opinion that ‘‘ good cause” had 

been shown to the eed for removing him. But he went further, and 
was of opinion that, if a variety of causes had been shown tothe registrar, and 
he had acted to the best of his judgment, this court would not be disposed to 
interfere with the exercise of his discretion. It was, however, contended 
that the had no jurisdiction to remove one trustee unless he 
removed , and this ment was based on the old practice under the 
Act of George IV., that if there were two assignees in bankruptcy, trust 
havimg been placed in them both, you could ‘not remove one without 
removing both. But that this rule was not always acted on was shown by 
Ex parte Oulton (3 M. D. & D. 336), in which the right of an assignee to 
apply for the removal of his co-assignee was recognized. That case 
seemed to be on all fours with the present, apart from the provisions of 
section 83 of the Act of 1869. But under section 83 it seemed clear that 
there was power to remove a single trustee. Sub-section 4 said “any 
trustee.” It was argued that this must mean ‘all the trustees” if there 
were more than one. His lordship was unable to follow that argument. 
He thought that the words ‘‘ any trustee’? must include one trustee if 
there were several, and this view was confirmed by the other sub-sections. 
Bowen, L.J., was of the same opinion. He quite agreed with the argu- 
ment that this was not a pure matter of discretion in the registrar. The 
use of the words ‘‘upon cause shown”’ in section 83 showed that this 
was so. There must “cause shown’”’ to found the jurisdiction. But 
although this was so, it was n to remember that the matter was 
one in which the tribunal below had special means of judging, and in 
that sense the Court of Appeal must trust the discretion of the tribunal 
below. The rar watched the proceedings in the case through- 
out, and had better means of judging than the Court of Appeal, 
which had only paper materials before it. And, though the Court of 
Appeal was bound to see that the registrar had jurisdiction by ‘‘cause”’ 
being ‘‘shown,’’ yet, if the materials before him were capable of two 
reasonable interpretations, the Court of Appeal ought to recollect that he 
had better materials for jodging which was the more reasonable interpre- 
tation. In that sense, the Court of Appeal must trust the discretion of 
the court below. Was there, then, ‘‘cause shown” in the present case? 
His lordship protested against its being said that ‘‘cause shown ’”’ was 
equivalent to misconduct. He preferred not to attempt to define the 
meaning of “cause shown,’”’ but he thought conduct must be shown 
which rendered it no longer fit that the trustee should remain trustee. 
That might be something far short of fraud or dishonesty. He did not 
for a moment say that N. had been acting dishonestly. But there was a 
deadlock the trustees. Was the business of the creditors to be 
enna Regard must be had to the interest of the 

tors, and if the deadlock was caused by the vexatious conduct of one 

if it was his fault that the wheels would not run, he ought to be 
removed. His lordship thought that the vexatious conduct of N. had 
been caused by some motive in the background; he had been acting on 
some motive other than the interest of the creditors, though it might 
have been a motive perfectly laudable in iteelf. His lordship rested his 
on this. He thought the registrar was right, or, at any 

rate, he had substantial grounds for thinking that he was right. 
As to the argument that the court could not remove one trustee 
without rem both, it was only n to look at the 
words of sub-section 4, which empowered the court to remove 
** any trustee.” It was contended that this meant any trustee, 
if there was only one, or any body of trustees if there was a body 
of trustees. But the words were ‘‘any trustee.”” It was, however, said 
that sub-section 1 qualified the meaning when it said that, where more 
than one are ted, ‘‘ all such s were included under the term 
‘ trustee.’*’ It did not, however, follow that, because all were to be in- 
cluded under the term ‘‘ trustee,” each separately was not to be included, 
— when the object of sub-section 4 was to facilitate the removal 
trustees. The reason of the thing and the sound interpretation of the 
section coincided, and the authority of Ez parte Oulton was in favour of 
this view. And there was nothing in the registrar’s order to prevent the 
percep of a meeting of the creditors, under sub-section 2, for the 
= filling up the vacancy. Fry, L.J., concurred. He thought 
the argument founded on the interpretation given to the word 

** trustee” by sub-section 1 was, on the face of it, untenable; it did not 
say that the word “‘ trustee ”’ should include only a body of trustees. An 
instance of the absurdity of holding that, when an Act of Parliament 
said that a word should include the thing referred to and 
something else, it only included the somet' else (for that was, in effect, 
the ), Was afforded by the Act 13 & 14 Vict. c. 21, s. 4, which 
“in all Acts words importing the masculine gender shall be 
deemed and taken to include females.” The result 


i 





would be that, in every Act passed since 1850, the feminine gender alone 
would be included. 

All the judges took the opportunity of complaining of the great 
amount of time which is often occupied in the argument of 
bankruptcy appeals, and urged on counsel the imperative necessity, in 
the interest of the appeal list generally, of their compressing their argu- 
ments and statements of the effect of the evidence as much as possible.— 
CounsEL, Cooper Willis, Q.C., and Sidney Woolf; Bigham, Q.C., and Henry 
Kisch. Sourscrrors, J. C. Stogdon ; Beyfus § Beyfus. 





QuEEN’s Bencn Drviston—In BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Cavs, J.) * 
Dec. 1.—Ex parte Shaw, In re Blakeway and Thomas. 
Duty of trustee. 


In this case, amongst several of a similar nature which have come before 
the court during the past week, the learned judge especially adverted to the 
subject of the duty of the official receiver and trustee, which it will beremem- 

» was discussed in the cases of Ex parte Honygar and Ez parte 
Turquand, reported last week, pp. 84, 85. It was an application by 
Shaw for delivery up of £1,000 Portuguese bonds which been found 
in the bankrupt’s safe labelled with the applicant’s name. The bank- 
rupts had bought for Shaw on two separate occasions £600 and £400 of 
this stock, Shaw paying them cash, but requesting them to retain the bonds, 
which were payable to bearer, and collect the coupons; they had sent on 
to Shaw the dividends in July, 1883, and Jan , 1884, with a letter 
acknowledging that they were the dividends on the bonds which they held 
for Shaw, The bonds in the packet were two for £500 each, but this was 
explained by one of the bankrupts’ clerks, who said it was not uncommon 
in their office to chamae besnes bondie ta: tela Wap. 

Yate Lee, for the applicant. 


G. W. Lawrance, for the trustee, submitted that, owing to the confusion 
in the bankrupts’ business affairs, much difficulty had been experienced in 
determining matters of this nature, and that he was entitled to the protec- 
tion cf the court before delivering up the bonds. 

Cave, J., after making the order for the delivery up of the bonds, said : 
I do not sit here except in a judicial capacity; and unless the trustee is 
prepared to argue a question he brings before the court, he will have to 
pay the costs. This court does not sit to give advice, but to decide 
questions of a judicial nature. If in this case the trustee had asked for 
more time to make up his mind, I think it fit and proper that the appli- 
cant should have given it, and if, in a similar case, he refuses and comes 
here, he would run the risk of getting the order at his own cost. The 
first duty of the trustee is to investigate the matter for himself; he has 
opportunities and means of vacrg $s which this court does not 88. 
it he is not clear he may consult his solicitor, and if advised that the point 
is not clear he may come to this court and put the other side to f of 
their title, but if he is advised that he has no title he ought not come 
here. Unless the trustee is advised by his solicitor or counsel, or by the 
committee of inspection, that the matter is one for judicial decision, he is 
not justified in coming here, and I shall not allow his costs. Where there 
is a substantial point—i.e., something to argue—he may come here. If 
really there is nothing in dispute he must not apply to the court. In this 
case, however, I shall give the applicant his costs, and the trustee will 
— his costs out of the estate; but this must not be drawn into a prece- 

ent. 


Solicitors, Shaw § Tremellen ; Lawrance, Plews, § Baker. 





Dec, 1.—Eza parte Morrison, In re Gillespie. 


Practice—Appeal from trustee’s decision rejecting proof—Time for 
application to court—Extension of time—Bankruptcy Rules, 1883, 
r. 174. 


sa was an appeal by Morrison from the trustee’s rejection of his 
proof, 

F. Cooper Wiilis, for the applicant, took the objection that fourteen 
days, the time limited by rule 173, had elapsed before the trustee rejected 
the proof after receiving it. 

Yate Lee.—If that objection is persisted in I must claim the benefit of 
rule 174. I object that this application is not made within twenty- 
one days after the decision of the trustee rejecting the proof, as provided 
in that rule; the rejection was on September 30. 

F Cooper Willis.—We applied to the court within the twenty-one days 
—that is to say, on October 20. We carried in an “‘ application paper ’’ to 
the court to fix a day for the hearing of the motion, the registrar fixed a 
day, and ee we gave notice of motion. We could not do this 
before the da; been fixed. The carrying in of the application — 
brings us within the rule, That was the custom in bankruptcy, and it has 
been continued under the present Act. 

Cave, J.—You must apply within the twenty-one days. You have not 
cone te I will, however, extend your time if you will argue the case on 

merits. 

The case was then heard on its merits, and was ultimately ordered to 
stand over for certain ose 

Solicitors, Greig, Meikle, § Briggs ; Druces, Jackson, § Attlee. 








* Reported by J. Guranp Laura, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. 
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CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
QvuEEN’s Benen Drvision. 
(Grove and Hawxrns, JJ.) 


Noy. 25.—Reg. v. Registrar of Greenwich County Court and 
Scarborough.* 

In this case Linklater moved for a rule calling on the registrar of the Green- 
wich Court to show cause why he should not hear Mr. Litton, a solicitor, on 
behalf of a creditor who had tendered a proof. Mr. Litton desired, under 
section 17, sub-section 4, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, to question the 
debtor concerning his affairs and the causes of his failure, but the regis- 
trar refused to allow him to do so unless he produced an authority in 
writing from the creditor in that behalf. The words of the sub-section 
are:—‘‘ Any creditor who has tendered a proof, or his representative 
authorized in writing, may question the debtor concerning his affairs and 
the causes of his failure.’’ These words were not in the former statute. 
The words ‘‘any creditor’? must mean ‘‘by his solicitor or counsel.’’ 
[Grovs, J.—We hear a solicitor at chambers as of course. This section 
may be to ensure that the solicitor is really retained ay! This 
is the only section which refers to an authority ‘‘in writing.’’ It was, 
doubtless, intended to allow the managing clerk or the ——— a creditor 
to attend for him, and to show who such persons were. view was 
adopted by the High Court in the person of a registrar, on the 3lst of 
January last (Re C. G. Landrock, Morrell’s Bankruptcy Reports, part 1, p. 
21), who held that section 17 did not apply to a solicitor or counsel, but to 
such other persons to whom the right of audience would not otherwise be 
allowed. [Grovz, J.—It may be that the Legislature thought it desirable 
that the solicitor should be authorized in writing in such an event, to pre- 
vent re peer ree Solicitors think that they should be allowed to 
practise without this authority. This matter is taken up by the Incor- 
porated Law Society on behalf of all solicitors. [Grove, J.—Why have 
the Law Society taken this up? why not let the es perso inter- 
ested fight it out themselves? Hawkins, J.—If there were any culty 
a simple sheet of paper would have settled it. Your client is not the real 

i t. The Law Society has no litigation or interest in the matter. 
There is nothing in the affidavit stating that Mr. Litton desires the Law 
Society to take the matter up for him. It does not appear to me to be a 
real litigated case. It is only for the instruction of solicitors. The Law 
Society does not care whether the debtor be examined or not. This 
matter in no way resembles an application to strike a solicitor off the rolls. 
Groves, J.—We will consider the matter — 

Nov. 28.—The Court (Grove and Hawxrns, JJ.), referring to the above 
matter, refused to entertain the application. 

Grove, J., said: We cannot entertain this application. It isnot made by 
any of the parties to the matter in the county court. It is made by the 
Incorporated Law Soviety merely to obtain the + ane of the court. We 
are not here to advise people what they ought to do. 

Application refused. 


Dec, 6, 1884. 








THE YORKSHIRE BANKERS ON THE 
YORKSHIRE REGISTRIES ACT, 1884. 


A pgpuTation appointed at a meeting of Yorkshire bankers, held in Leeds 
on Saturday last, in response to a ular issued by Messrs. Beckett & 
Co. and Messrs. William Williams Brown & Co., of Leeds, to consider the 

rovisions of the Yorkshire Registries Act, 1884, waited upon the Lord 

hancellor at the House of Lords on Wednesday, to urge u him the 
desirableness of introducing a Bill to suspend the operation of the Act for 
9 mae period, to give time for its various provisions to be further con- 


Mr. Beckett Denison, Colonel Smith, Mr. Middleton, Mr. Broomhead. 
Mr. Leatham, and Mr. Gordon addressed the Lord Chancellor, and rged 
— him at length the views entertained by the bankers of Yor . 
Ww a. were embodied in the following resolution passed at Leeds on 
Saturday :— 

‘* That this meeting views with great alarm the provisions of the York- 
shire Registries Act, 1884, and partioularly—(1), that which provides that 
registered instruments shall priority over unregistered instruments 
and equitable mortgages by the deposit of deeds, although perso: 
claiming under the former may have had actual notice of the latter; (2 
that which provides that the registration of any instrument shall of i 
constitute actual notice of such mstrument to all persons and to all pur- 
perme whatsoever ; (3) that which virtually abolishes equitable mortgages 

y deposit of deeds without registration; and is of opinion that im- 
mediate action should be taken with the view of o! ing an amendment 
of the Act on the above as well as on other points, and that if possible 
the operation of the Act should be ded in view of such amend- 
ment, except in respect of that portion of the Act relating to the election 


of reg 

After hearing the representations of the various speakers, 

The Lornp CuanceLtor expressed an opimon that ‘it was too late to 
introduce during the present autumn session any measure having for its 
object the —e of the operation of the Act (which comes into force 
on the Ist of Jan next) without the consent of the oters of the 
Act in the House of Commons, which could not be obtained. If the 
bankers of Yorkshire felt that they were under us grievances, the 
o— course open to them was to introduce an amending Bill into the 

ouse of Commons when Parliament met next year. 


OBITUARY, 


"_—_— 
MR, HENRY DE JERSEY. 


Mr. Henry de Jersey, solicitor (of the firm of De J , Micklem, & 
Son), of 19, Gresham-street, late secondary of the City of , died at 
his residence, 32, St. James’s-road, Brixton, on the Ist inst., from _bron- 
chitis, in his eighty-first year. Mr. De Jersey was bornin 1804. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1826, and he had practised for over fifty years in 
the City of London. He was formerly a member of the firm of Fisher & 
De Jersey, of Aldersgate-street, and he subsequently practised in 
Gresham-street, ey maga in partnership with Mr. Thomas Mick 
lem and Mr. Thomas jun. He had an extensive practice, and 
Be be led covers ering specie, Se peat Ge 
es of St. e, % , 
twice served the office of under-sheriff of London and Middlesex. In 1871 
he was elected secondary of the City of London, and he held that office 
until his resignation a few weeks ago on account of yowig tere when 
a pension of £500 annum was awarded to him by the of Com- 
mon Council. Re ere Se 
county of Middlesex, and for the cities of London and Westminster, and 
a commissioner for taki vits and examining witnesses in the Supreme 
Courts of the eo ee ew South Wales Mees 2 oe erate 
for taking affidavits and acknowledgments for ersey. He was 
elected a common councilman for Aldersgate Ward in 1840, and filled 
that post for over thirty years, and in 1863 the late Alderman Besley 
ted him deputy for that ward. In 1862 he was chairman of 
the City of Londen mission of Sewers, and he 
of that post until his i t as . He was a member of the 


Though he was a thoro 


well merited, 
him, both in public and private life.” 


MR. NELSON WILKINSON. 


Mr. Nelson. Wilkinson, solicitor, of Peterborough and Norman Cross, 
died at Peterborough, on the 26th ult., in his ty-second year. Mr, 
Wilkinson, who was the eldest solicitor at P » was born in 
1803. He was admitted a solicitor in 1825. pe agp ig gy are 
sioner for No! and Huntingdonshire, he had a large 

rivate practice. He had been for many years clerk to ey 

or the liberty of Peterborough, and he was also clerk to the ty- 
Lieutenancy and to the Commissioners of Taxes. 


MR. GEORGE CARDALE. 


Mr. George Cardale, solicitor (of the firm of Lliffe, Russell, Iliffe, & 
Cardale), of 2, Bedford-row, on the Ist inst. of bronchitis. Mr. 
Cardale Edward solicitor 


death in partnership with Mr. John Dliffe, Mr. John Walter Iliffe, and 
Mr. James Ward Russell, Be hat 0 haa gesvate, pence, and his firm 
y’s-inn. 


ms | are solicitors to the Honourable Society of 





MR. THOMAS COLLINS, M.P. 


Mr. Thomas Collins, barrister, M.P., died at Harrogate, on the 26th ult., 
after a lingering illness. Mr. peminnrinn top eee ecining ove ot the 
Rev. born ‘ 


Knaresborough. He took an active part in parliamen debates ; was 
an amusi speaker, and was very pepalan wah all nice Mr. Collins 
was & te and deputy-lieutenant for the West of Yorkshire. 








* Reported by Sir SamnsTon Bakwn, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. 
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Hall, Leicestershire, and was bornin 1831. He was an elder brother of Mr. 
Albert Venn Dicey, Vinerian Professor of Common Law in the University 
of Oxford. Mr. Dicey was educated at Trinity College, Cambridge, 
where he uated as a wrangler, and also in the second class of the 
Classical tripos in 1853. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Michaelmas Term, 1857, and he had ever since practised as a conveyancer. 
Mr. Dicey’s death will be lamented by many friends in the profsesion. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Sauvet Gzorce Grizert, solicitor (of the firm of Towle, Gilbert, 
& Sons), of Nottingham, has been appointed a Commissioner for taking 
the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for Nottinghamshire 
and the Town of Nottingham. 


Mr. Avexanpzr Davney, barrister, has been elected a Bencher of the 
Middle Temple. 


Mr. Epwarp Preston has been appointed Pursebearer and Sealer in the 
rds 


Lord Chancellor’s Department of the House of Lords. 


Mr. Joun Witt1am Rap, solicitor, of Leeds, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Joun Cuizrx, Q.C., has been elected Treasurer of the Inner Temple 
for the ensuing year. 

Mr. Cuartes Sansome Preston (of the firm of Pilgrims & Preston), of 
Hinckley and Market Bosworth, has been appointed Clerk to the Hinckley 
Local rile. Steph aa was admitted 1 solicitor in 1866. His senior 
partner, 4 en Pilgrim, is registrar of the Hinckley County Court 
and clerk to the county magistrates. r J / 

Mr. Watrer Grover, solicitor, of Hemel Hempstead, coroner for the 
Hemel Hem: District of Hertfordshire, has beea appointed Clerk to 
the Hemel Hempstead Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, 
School Fn as pd Henagr np — Han Sanitary Authority, and 

ent Registrar for the Hemel Hempstead District, in succession 
to his father, the late Mr. Charles Ehret Grover. : 


The Hon. Tuomas Henry Wiii1am Pexuam, barrister, who has been 
ted a Member of the Boundary Commission for England and Wales, 
is third son of the third Earl of Chichester, and was born in 1847. He 
was educated at Eton and at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he 
uated in the second class of the law tripos in 1869. He was called to 
the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1871, and he practises on 
the South-Eastern Circuit, and at the Sussex, Brighton, and Hastings 
Sessions. 
Mr. Grsert Rosrss, solicitor, of 11, Pancras-lane, has been appointed 
a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Sir Joux Lampert, K.C.B., who has been appointed Chairman of the 
Commission for England and Wales, is the son of Mr. Daniel 
Lambert, of Hindon, Wiltshire, and was born in 1815. He was admitted 
@ solicitor about the year 1837, and he practised for several years at 
Salisbury, of which city he was elected mayor in 1854. He was a poor 
law inspector from 1857 to 1867, when he was appointed receiver of the 
Common Poor Fund, and he was permanent secretary to 
the Local Government Board from 1871 till 1882. He was created a 
Civil Knight Commander of the Order of the Bath in 1879. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Joux Macxrett, Leonanp James Maroy, and Txeopore Gopuee, 
solicitors, 21, Cannon-street, London (John Mackrell, Maton, & Co.), so 
far as relates to the said John Mackrell. Oct. 21. The business will in 
future be carried on by the said Leonard James Maton and Theodore 
Godlee, under the style or firm of Mackrell, Maton, & Godlee. 

Crsment Watmsiex and Joun Samvets, solicitors, 32, St. Anne’s-street, 
Manchester (Walmsley & Samuels): Nov. 25. The said Clement Walmsley 
will in future carry on the said business in his own name alone at 32, St. 
Anne’s-street, Manchester, aforesaid. [ Gazette, Dec. 2.] 








SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION, 

At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at the hall of the 
Incorporated Law Society, pee Ae on Thursday, December 4, the 
following being present—viz., . Boodle (chairman), and Messrs. 
Collisson, jun., Sidney Smith, Sawtell, Scadding, Styan, 
E. W. Williamson, Whitehead, and A. B. Carpenter (secretary) — 
the ordinary ess was transacted. 





LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Dec. 1.—Royal Assent, 
The Royal Assent was given by Commission to the Income Tax Bill. 


_T OF COMMONS. 
- 1.—Bill in Committee. 
Consolidated Fund (No, 1). 











LEGAL NEWS. 


The following judges will be present at the complimentary dinner to be 
given to Mr. Justice Wills by the members of the Midland and North. 
Eastern Circuits at the Albion Hotel, on Thursday next, the 11th inst., 
in celebration of his recent elevation to the bench—viz., Mr. Justice 
Field, Mr. Justice Manisty, Mr. Justice Stephen, Mr. Justice Cave, and 
Mr. Justice Butt. 


A conference of the leading public bodies in Leeds was held on Tues- 
day, for wy fey of considering what measures should be adopted in 
regard to West Riding Assize business being taken at York. The con- 
ference sat for an hour and an half, and ultimately, on the motion of Mr. 
Thomas Marshall, seconded by Ald. Woodhouse, the following resolution 
was unanimously carried :—‘‘ That in the opinion of this conference, the 
present requirements of the West Riding civil business will be satisfied if 
three civil assizes are held at Leeds in the year; and that if it should be 
deemed necessary that four criminal assizes or gaol deliveries be held for 
the West Riding in each year, it is essential that those four gaol deliveries 
should be held at Leeds.’”’ It was also resolved that a memorial embody- 
ing the views of the conference should be signed by the Mayor, the 
President of the Chamber of Commerce, the President of the Leeds Law 
Society, and the President of the Trade Protection Society, and be for- 
warded to the Lord Chancellor. 


At the Birkenhead County Magistrates’ Court, on the 27th ult., Mr. 
Ledward, the presiding justice, addressed Mr. R. B. Moore, solicitor, in 
reference to the result of the case which had been brought against him 
by the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool (ante, p. 68). The magis- 
trate said that he had not had an opportunity of seeing Mr. Moore in 
court since the decision of the judges until that morning. He thought 
it his duty, as an old magistrate, to say a word or two of congratulation 
to him (Mr. Moore) upon his complete and honourable acquittal of the 
charges which had been brought — him. It would have been a very 
ees thing to the bench if an old practitioner in that court had been 
‘ound guilty of the charges which were made. He knew nothing about 
the matter beyond what had appeared in the public prints. He had, 
however, read the decision of the judges, and he thought a more complete 
and honourable acquittal he had never heard. Therefore, he felt it his 
duty to es papacy Mr. Moore upon the result. No doubt Mr. Moore 
had suffered a great deal of annoyance during the long time the case had 
been going on; but he thought, judging from the report of the proceed- 
ings and the judgment, it was an honourable testimony of the judges as 
to Mr. Moore’s position in the matter. He thought the result redounded 
to Mr. Moore’s credit, and instead of injuring him in any way should 
have the opposite effect. He should not have mentioned the matter but 
for the reason that, having sat on that bench and the Birkenhead bench 
for twenty-two years, he had had a fair opportunity of judging of Mr. 
Moore’s public character, and he did not hesitate to say that he had 
always conducted himself with great propriety in every respect. He (Mr. 
Moore) was always zealous and painstaking on behalf of his clients. On 
all occasions, so far as his (the a erg 8) knowledge went, Mr. Moore 
did his clients perfect justice, while at the same time he never attempted 
to take undue advantage of the bench » Bae misrepresentations 
calculated to lead them astray. He ho it Mr. Moore would long live 
to practise in that court. Mr. Moore, in acknowledging the compliment, 
begged Mr. Ledward to accept his warm and sincere thanks for his kind 
congratulations, and for the complimentary terms in which he had 
expressed himself with regard to his public character. He had practised 
as a solicitor in Birkenhead for twenty-seven years, and during the whole 
of that time the most cordial relations had existed between himself and 
his brother practitioners and the bench. The kind words spoken that 
morning by Mtr. Ledward would remain engraven on his heart as long as 
he lived. 
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. Sunderland Parker v North-Eastern Baiting Seo 
White v South-Eastern RB: 


Middlesex, ‘Westminster 
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Warwickshire The Queen v Licensing C 
Leamin 


m The Queen v §S Flavel, 
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Sussex tk v Bloomfield 

Kent. Tunbridge Wells wept ane anr v Simpson and ors 
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v The Wells 
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Chesterfield The Queen v G E Gee Esq. and ors Thcensing Ji 


Kent, Folkestone 
London Skinner v Ci 


Kent The QueenvS 
Dartford and Taylor & _— 
tayeroc! The Queen v Mayor &c of Liverpool and ors and Deputy Registrar of 


assage Court 
Yorkshire, Ripon Greaves v Longster 


and 


Wells Co Urban Sanitary Authority 
Met Pol Dist School Board of London vy Wood 
Carnarvonshire e Queen v Young 

i - St Austell Union v Trevenna 


Henderson v Folkestone Waterw: 


¢ lon London Marine Insce Corpn 1d 


ville, Esq and ors 


wrence 


censing 


ommissioners for Medes of a Wacwck 
and anr Jj &c 
Union v At soon ag &c of Man 


&c and J Cutts 


Jj for Division of 


Worcestershire, Great Malvern Jones v Great Western Ry Co 
Somersetshire ‘Wright v Harris 
ham Smith v Mayor &c of Birmingham 


Birming’ 
Notting) amnion, N 


me oe Foulger v Fernes 
Met Police District Incorporated Law Society v Bedford and anr 


made by Bacon, V.C., dated Nov 22, it was ordered that the company 


ottingham Hopkinson Vv Caunt and ors 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jormnt Stock ComPanrgs. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
DoMUNION OF CANADA LAND AND COLONIZATION COMPANY, LImITED.—By an order 


wound 


up. Snell and Co, George st, Mansion House, solicitors for the petitioner 


GOLD MINING ASSOCIATION OF CANADA 
before Jan 16, to send their names an 


—Creditors are 
and the 


addresses, 
debts or claims, to Charles James de. 8, Staple inn, 


Jan 29, at 1, is appointed for hearing an 


claims 


required, on or 
olborn, Thursday, 


d adjudicating upon the debts an 


HYDRONE Qaepary, LiwITtED.—Petition for ya up, presented Nov 21, di- 
rected to Dec 6 


heard before Pearson, J,, on 


solicitors ya the petitioners 


M. W. O 


Paris SKATING RINK CoMPANY, LIMITED. 
Nov 21, it was ordered that’ the company be wound up. 
citor for the petitioner 
PATENT MEDICINES PROPRIETARY, LIMITED.—Creditors are required, on or before 


Dec 30, to send their names and addresses, and 
claims, to Edward Llewellyn Ernest, 4, Queen st pl. 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


Davis and Co, 


'VENS AND COMPANY, LIMITED.—Chitty, J., has fixed Monday, Dec 8, at 
12, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
—By an order made 


Coleman st, 


b ag 7A J., dated 
Lime st, soli- 


the particulars of their debts or 
Friday. Jan 16, at 12, is 
d claims 


! Gazette, Nov. 28.] 


CONDENSED MILK AND Datry CoMPANY, Liutrep.—By an tow made by Kay, J 


dated Nov 21, it was ordered that the Volun 
ollams and Co, Mincing lane, so 
Meria Minna Company OF Corsica, 


continued. 


winding 
capi for 


dated af 21, it was ordered that the voluntary ¥ win 
iachf: Abcheres 


continu 


Looker, Drapers’ gd 


Lone Eaton (No. 1) CONSERVATIVE INDUSTRIAL AND 
Buripine Society, Lru1rEeD, National Schoolroom, 
CONSERVATIVE IND 


Lone Katon (No. 2 


Burtpine Soc: 


© DrsTricr 
ny at, "‘Stourbrid 


TETY. 


UNIVERSAL FRIENDLY 
Nov 27 


CoorpER, 
pe nat Bel 
Hing, Jonn 
Bacon, V.0. 
SOWDEN, JONAS, 
J. Olar 


kson, Keigh’ 
Torry, Roper 
Bacon, V.0, 


CREDITORS’ 


BEEN, Bruce 


Pedley, 


Fond 
lane, solicitors for the petitioner 
LIMITED.—Petition ~~. 
to be eaad before Pearson, J., 
ns. Throgmorton st, solicitor for the ‘petitioner 
PNEUMATIC AND STEAM PoWER MACHINE ‘COMPANY, 
ing up, presented Nov 28, directed to be heard 
Dec 13. Hollams and Co, Mincing lane, solici 


Farenpty Socretres Drssoivep. 
Coventry District A.O.F. Extra 
Warwick. Nov 24 


LuwrTep.—Petition for wind- 
before Pearson on Sa 
tors for the petitioner 


for the pet ie company be 


of the company be 


pre- 
’ 13. 


, 


(Gazette, Dec. 2.) 


ALLOWANCE Society, Coventry, 


Eaton, Derby. Nov 24 
iy. ov 
LaNnD 


NDUSTRIAL AND AND 

IMITED, National —_ i cine as Eaton, Derby. Nov %4 
jar, eg — yf Socmry, arwick 

O0.F. Winow fog J rh, 


estates Nov 


Worcester. Nov 28 
InstrTuTION, New Inns, 


TETY, Eagle and Ghila Inn, Wildboarclough, Chester. 








Bush lane 


(Gazette, Dec, 2.) 


CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 
SAMUEL, » Belper, Derby, Farmer. Deo 20. Hall v Cooper, Chitty, J. 


ve, Tottenham, Gent. Deo 11. Hine v Hine, 


Arm ey. York, Butcher. Deo 19, Horner v Sowden, Pearson, 


Green ter, Clerkenwell, Cabinet Maker, Dec17%, Torry v Torry, 


Ellen, 


Chancery lane 


(Gazette, Nov. 21.) 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


ApDAMS, CATHERINE, Lichfield. Jan 7. and Co, Lichfield 
BAYLEY , Ann, Chorley, Stafford. Jan 7. Hinckley and Co, Lichfield 
BAYLEY, rite Armitage, Stafford, Journeyman . Jan7. Hinckley and 


oo ene Dawns, Bilston, Stafford, Surgeon. Jan 1. Waterhouse, Wolver- 


_— Somerby, Leicester. Dec 15. Latham and New, Melton 
BopoANO, ISABELLA, Choriton on Medlock, Manchester. Jani. Darbishire and 
Tatham, Manchester. 


Bonn, SARAH, Voeushell paides re. Dec 31. Sah, Sok Ss Helen’s 
Buistow, Sous, Goole. York, Farmer. _ Jan 14 site Go Caan 
CKLAND, Cannon Mackrell and 
Emma ROBERTA, idswhyke, Sussex. Dec 22. Morley and 





: Bhirref, Gresham House ouse, Old Broad st 

CaxFrELD, WiLLtaM, Stretford, Lancaster, Bookkeeper. Dec 22. Milne and 
ent s 

Caron, Rev. WILLIAM ALBEMARLE BERTIE, Carshalton, Surrey. Dec 3i. Smith, 


to: 
FRADELLE. ALBERT EUGENE, Regent st, Portrait Painter. Dec 22. Cordwell, 


M te st 

ARRETT, am CHARD, Leiston bd a Suffolk, Agricultural Engineer. Jan 20. 
sr Ay ret Mapai de etired Licensed Victualler. Jan 31. Preston, 

The tea Stratford 





a EDWARD PYE, Vogee Norwood, Surrey, Merchant. Aprii 15. Hopwood 
an Chancery 
HarMAN, BENJAMIN, Lafdgate, Kent, Builder. Dec 8. Phillips and Cheesman, 


Lone, ANNE, Th: le rd, Hornsey. Jan19. Wade, Clifford’s inn 
Macraz, Davip pro, Upham Perk ™, Chiswick, ‘Barrister at Law. Jaa 1, 
Tromb, Essex st, Strand 


Mageawe, Or Saxume. 1 Kingstanley, Gloucester, Bart. Feb 28. 
interbotham Son, Strou 
as e JANE i@ BARKER, Mottisfont, Southampton. Dec 22. Stead and 


Romsey, Ham 
ome Joum, 8 , Sheela, Horse Dealer. tom, ee i Boao Sheffield 
Buzaneta, Gloucester ter, Bayswater. Deo Sewell and Co, Old 
a CHARLES {omenee, Clevedon, Somerset, Gentleman. Dec 2. 


Bramble and W. atts, Bristol 
Watxineron, Guenen, York, Pig Dealer. Jani. Dent, York 


WESTLAND, , The Groves. York. Jani. Dent, York 
Wrarony, Omani, Gresham st W olesale Umbrella Manufacturer. Dec 31, 
Ashley an hi ae ewry 
‘ames, Chulml: i Bovon, Re Retired Draper. Dec 20. Rooker and Bazeley, 


Woor, 
Bid 
bai > PR. Mary ANNE, " ecaienk Devon. Dec 2. Rooker and Bazeley, 
[ Gazette, Nov. 21.) 

AD Copmaneme Lichfield. Jan7. Hinckley and Co, Lichfield 
ATKINS JosEPH, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Gentleman. Feb %. Taylor, 


irming’ 
BaY.Ey, ANN, Chorley, Stafford. Dec 7. Hi 
BAviayY. JOHN, ‘Armies, Stafford, Journeyman ge ei 7. Hinckley and 


Co, Lichfield 
Brown, THOMAS, Headingley, Leeds, Iron Merchant. Jan 24. Nelson and Co, 


= , JOHN Matruews, Basinghall st, Solicitor, Jani. Simpson and 
°% » 
Conmma oorgate st Market Harborough, Leicester, Farmer. Feb 10. Douglas, 


Market Harboroug’ 
SaraH, Westbourne ter, water. Jani. Baker and Co, Cannon st 
Indermaur and Clark, 


, Albany st. Regent's Park. Dec 22. 

ee hentai Deanati, Farmer. Jan 2. Ackerley and Son, 
Frxcu, Suazon, Cradley, Halesowen, Worcester, Innkeeper. Dec 8. Homer, 
aun, Wiuizax Bax, Colchester, Essex, Gentleman. Jan 14. Turner and 


HARMAN, » papeares Landgate, Kent, Builder. Dec8. Phillips and Cheesman, 
Harouor®, Sane Samvet, Lavender hill, Wandsworth, Merchant. May1i. Shepheard 
OL Sen ek aeae, Webthamabern; Bree. Dec 25. Tylee and Co, Essex 


st, 
Invin, TH North Tr Jan 15._ Dale, North Shields 
Joxes, Roser, Hale, ool, Farmer. Dee 27. Banks and Kendall, 


VAATSRESL, wrgasa, Armidale doe New South Wales. May 7. Payne 
Uae raps lpg eemns Devore. Dec 3i. Walkerand Co, Theobald’s 
Pigot, Rev, Huon, Ely, Cambridge, Dec 20. Tucker and Lake, Serle st, 
Rice, Jous, Bi York, Grocer, Deo8, Jackson, Malton 

Re ea, ae Kent, Captain Bengal Army. Jan 1. 
Regeaney. Sopmia Hopkins, Camden gdns, Shepherd's Bush. Jan 30. Foster, 


sugmit, Jomx Wrine, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. Dec 31. Wells and 
i Tomas Henry, Marlpool, Derby, Coal Agent. Deo 22. Gadsby and 
‘on, Derby 





reap, WaLrEn, Leeds, Cloth Mamutectanse. Pee Nelson and Co, Leeds 
‘Witi1ams, Exnca, Falmouth, Cornwall. Febi. Appleby Jenkins, Penryn 
[Gasefte, Nov, 25.) 


ApAMs, CATHERINE, Lichfield. Jan 7. 
- pa Newcastle upon Tye, Denkealler Dee Deo 26. i, ss Newoastle 


Li - 2k? i Se 


BENJAMIN,  remnegrwraneteeg Deo 31. Pritchard and Sons, Grace- 


CANDY, iy Epwann, For il Rent. aan epantyeagant 4 


, Bengamin, ¥ Gemeryst, Wool Gtagier. | Watts, ¥i 
CounTon, WILLIAM, : earl, Somerset, Woo Sta 2. 
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sow poem , MARGARET, Kensington cresct, Kensington. Deci6, Smiles and Co, 
FLETCHER, FRANCIS, Shrewsbury, Innkeeper. Dec 31. Clarke and Sons, Shrews- 


Pete a 
NTLEY, Barclay rd, Walham Green, Lieutenant Colonel. Dec 
31. nit, ,kearsey and Co, O Old Je * : 
G SEWALLIS, House, Lancaster, Esq. Dec 31, Meynell 


‘BRARD, FRED: 
and Sasberten, Whitehall 
GiuPIN, HareieT SoPpuis, "eanock, Stafford. Dec 31. Barlow and Co, Bir- 


Grercory, Tomas Davis, Bideford, Devon, Veterinary Surgeon. Dec 31. 
Turner, Bideford 
RIBBELL, WILLIAM TERRELL, Millbank st, Westminster. Dec 31. Denton and 
Co, Gray’s inn sq 

HARMAN, BENJAMIN AMIN, Landgate, Kent, Builder. Dec 8. Phillips and Cheesman, 


Haynes, WILLIAM, Lp ae Heath, Esq. Jan 20. Pontifex and Co, St 
‘Andrew’ ‘3 st, Holborn 
HILIMAN, JOHN CRISPE, Belitha Villas, Islington. Jan10. Price and Son, Wal- 


Eee, Sesame, SSaewe Mill, near Halifax, Cotton Spinner. Jani. Sut- 
Cliffe, Hebden B idge 
Hopson, Ro’ get SPEAR, Be Bache Hall, Chester, Manufacturing Chemist. Dec 30° 
romwich 
_—— at Hannau, Belmont, Shrewsbury. Feb 2. Hand and Co, 


Lene, HANNAH, Houghton le Side, Gainford, Durham. Dec 30. Todd and 
Harrison, West Hartiepool 


m, lepoo 
{oem JOHN, Ash, Martock, Somerset, Yeoman. Dec 31. Watts, Yeovil 
LoRDAN, CHRISTOPHER LEGGE, Romsey, Soutbampton. Dec 27. Lordan, Romsey 
OvERBURY, THOMAS, Cheltenham, Plasterer. Dec 20. Mallory, Cheltenham 
PEPPER, JOSEPH, Brailsford rd, Brixton, Gent. Jan 10. Stock, Queen Victoria st 
— JAMES HENRY, Old Kent rd, Tobacconist. Dec 31. Sturt, Ironmonger 
e 


General RanpaL, Queen Anne Mansions, Westminster. Dec 22. David- 
son and Co, Spring ga gardens 
Ryan, Rozert, Colville rd, Bayswater, Gent. Jani2. Bowman and Crawley- 
Boevey. Bedford row 
Ryder, NANcyY, Preston Brook, Chester. Dec 12. Linaker and Linaker, Runcorn 
SOUTHERN, GEORGE, Top Lock, Aspull, Lancaster, Beerseller. Dec 24, Woodcock 
and Walmesley, W: 


SOUTHERN, JANE, Aspull, Lancaster. Dec 24. Woodcock and Walmesley, wigs 
THOMAS, JOHN, 2 a nina Wilts, Licensed Victualler. Dec 31. ann ard 
Rodway, 


idge 
WEts, JosEPH SHAw, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Druggist. Jan 28. Greenway 
and age Pontypool 
HITEHEAD, GEORGE ¥, Old Ford rd, Bow, Silk Manufacturer. Jan15. Bad- 
deley, Leman st 


WIsHTWICK, Rev Henry, Codford St Peter, Wilts, Clerk in Holy Orders. Dec 
$1. Jones and Forrester, Malmesbury 
Wisk, JOHN, Elstree, Hertford, Farmer. Jan7. Meynell, Castle st, Holborn 


(Gazette, Nov. 28.] 





SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Dec. 11.—Messrs. FULLER ee Gotaes at 2p.m., Freehold Properti 
(see advertisement, Nov. 29, p. 4 - ¥ . ™ 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
ATTENBOROUGH.—November 27, at Manor Lodge, py egg N.W., the 
oo of —= A. 5, Attenborough. rg ran ¢ a daughte 
ARRETT.—November 27, a Trove ‘ ucks, the wit f Richard 
Henry Barrett, —a So Samer. Be “ee ty r wip x 
Cnowrzxn. —Decem 2, at orn Lea, Belgrave-road, Birkdale, the wife of 
J. Crowther, solicitor, of a daughter. a > 7 : wy 
serene 28, at 51, Comeragh-road, West Kensington, the wife of 
Syxzes.—N: ber 30, +t Chi fe Loge, ech h, Ki hi 
—November 30, a eve! -heat t, t f 
G. W. Sykes, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. ee ee 





IAG 
Dickrnson—HOLDERNESS.—December 2, at _ = ool, John Dickinson, of the 
Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, to Cecilia Mand, daughter of Thomas Hunter 
Dee o pereepeel. an -_ bN 
INNITHORNE—CORBEN.— November 28, at Hammersmit: icholas Donnithorne, 
a Hants, solicitor. to Emma Eliza, daughter of the late Charles Corben 
Noon—FoxweEtu.—November 26, at Hinckley, Samuel Billson Noon, solicitor, to 
te . daughter of Matthew Foxwell, of the Manor House, Hin Hinckl » 


DEATHS. 
Bearuoxr —Novembes 29, Henry Arthur Beaumont, of 43, Chancery-lane, 


ber 3, at 34, Gordon-square, James Burchell, for many years 
ity Sheriff of the a? of Middlesex, pee? whe 


Der JERSEY.—December 1 St. James’-road, Brixton, Henry De Jersey, 
et cee, Fame voy J of the City of ie Day, Pe 

Dicey. ovember 30, He =e Dicey, barrister-at-law, of 21, 
Brompton-crescent, and 9, coln’s-inn. 


WILKINSON.—November 26, at h, Nelson Wilkinson, solicitor, aged 81. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883 
FRinay, Nov. 28, 1884. 


G ORDERS, 

¢ Barnabas, Adam's ot, Old Broad ‘ourt. 

Jan 14 at 11 at 34 eee: aes” - ae 

8 herby gatos tn Hee | 7 
an 14 at 11 at 34 

f business. Exeter. desta’ s tas 


wi, ease. Boot Manufacturer. Nottingham. Pet Nov 24. 


Dan Broadbent, Kidderminster, 
~~ Ey kd Pet Nov 2. Ord Nov 20, ee Bess pean 








Dec. 6, 1884. 
. Ed bans, Hi , Secretary_to the Pea. 
sR cooat Benet 4 Court. Pet Nov 26. Ord 
Nov 26. Exam Jan 14 at 12 at 34, 4 
Chick, James Catterick, Sher’ ber. Yeovil. Pet Nov 24, 
Ord Nov 24. Exam 5 at 12 at il 
‘ew Park Court. Pet 


Brixton Hill, Grocer. 
5 Exam Jan 14’at 11 at 4, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
ange , Liverpool, Wine Merchant. h Court. Pet Aug 1. 
Ord Nov 25. Exam Jan 14 at 11 at $4, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
Drew, ag ey bier Kent, Cowkeeper. Greenwich. Pet Nov24. Ord 


Manufacturer. ie Court. Pet 
Nov 26. Ord Exam = 16 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
af John n Morris, 1 Liscard Cnet, Builder. Birkenhead. Pet Nov 20. Ord 
8a 
Francis, “Rachel, and James Charles Francis, Ne port, Monmouthshire, veut 
Merchants. Newport, Mon, Pet Nov 25. ‘Ord Exam Dec 9 at 1 
- Beary, Birminghi ham, out of business. bietaghsm Pet Nov 25. * ond 
OV 25, xam at 
Gibson, Adam Hallida;  Mincing lane, Merchant. is Court. Pet Nov 18, 
Ord Nov 24, Exam Jan 16 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Ginns, Thomas, Hinckley, Leicestershire, General Draper. Leicester. Pet Nov 
. Ord Nov 26. Exam Dec 8 at 10 
Gia , Samuel, Ball’s Pond rd, Islington, Sapo. High Court. Pet Nov 26. 
ov 26, Exam Jan 16 at 11 at 34, Lincoln's inn fi 
Holland Alfred, George yd, Lombard st, Club Proprietor. Fis h Court. Pet 
Oct 31. Ord Nov 22. Exam Jan 16 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fi 
_ gg “ity ny a Galvanizer. Wolverhampton. Pet June 10. Ord 
ov 21 9 
Jqgnen, Agena Archibald Compbell, SheGield, Innkeeper. Sheffield. Pet Nov6é. Ord 
26. Exam Dec 18 
Jepson, Allan, +e +e Tobacconist. Huddersfield. Pet Nov 24. Ord Nov 
24, Exam Dec 5 at 10 
Kenyon, - ames, Salford, Provision Dealer. Salford. Pet Nov 26. Ord Nov 26. 
Exam Dec 10 at 11 
Lewis, Robert, Dyer’s bldgs, Holborn, Electro Plate yay Rectan Pet Oct 
25. Ord Nov 15. Exam Jan 15 at 11 at 84, Lincoln’s inn fields 
rge William, Margate, Police Constable. Canterbury. Pet Novy 
24. Ord Nov 24. Exam Dec 12 
Lorimer, Robert, Stanwick rd, West Kensington, no occupation. High Court. 
25. Exam Jan 16 at 11 at 84, Lincoln’s inn fields 
a Bristol. Pet Nov 25. 
Aor Novas Exam Deo il st 12 at Guildhall, Bristo 
Manners, Tomes, Tr we Surveyor. Bivmincham. Pet Nov 25. Ord 
Nov 2%. Exam Dec 15 at 
Nichols, William John, Martin’s lane, Cannon st, Insurance Broker. High Court. 
Pet Nov 26, Ord Nov 26. Exam Jan 15 at 11 at 84, Lincoln’s inn fields 
=. Ironmonger. Birmingham, Pet Nov 21. Ord Nov 
25. Exam Dec 10 at 
Righen’s, David, Rotate Builder. Swansea. Pet Nov 26. Ord Nov 26. Exam 


Ri J To Merionethshire, Farmer. A stwith. Pet 
hard aha fonseomal ogee, Mer m3! 
eppershall, Bedfordshire, Baker. Bedford. Pet Nov 





Scarbo: h, J: hn, Geo: Scarborough, Thomas Smith Scarboro Joseph 
PRLS Halifax, Worsted Spinners. Halifax. Pet Nov 26. ugh Nov 36. 


ham, Manufacturer of Gold Chains. Birmingham. 
xam Dec 11 at 2 

ay, Seam, Steel Manufacturer. Sheffield: Pet Nov 26. Ord Nov 
26. 18 at 11.30 


The following Amended | Natle is substituted tor that published in the 


Gazette of Nov 
Smith, Walter, South Co: maeeobor So or Public Works. Liverpool. 


rt, Lancashire, 
Pet Bept 22,” Ord Ov 20. Exam Dec 1 at 11 


Fist MEETINGS. 
Bighop, John, F pame: 2° Devonshire, out of business. Dec 10 at 11. Castle of 


House Keeper. Dec 11 at 3. 
sion, Sompetmotshiite, , Lodging 
radley, W: N ham, Manufacturer. Dec 5 at12. Official Re- 


Ban kripter blige, Portusal cain a tags 
0: t *s inn fie 
Brough, , Hanley, fo Tobacconist. Dec 6 at 11.30. Official 
Receiver, Nelson pi ewca ne 
trell, Frederick Stuart, Liv: 1, Building Material Merchant. Dec 5 at 2. 


Official er, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
oe, James Catterick, Sher! borne, Dorsetshire, Plumber. Dec 6at 12.30. Digby 


Sherborne 
Cape, 5 Archibald, Castletown, Cumberland, Farmer. Dec5ati2. 34, Fisher st, 
Cohen, Levy, Leman st, Whitechapel, Furrier. Dec 9 at 2. 33, Carey st, Lin- 


coln’s in 
a < canes, Beaumont st, Portland pl, Furniture Remover. Dec8at2. 33, 
incoln’s inn 


Carey st, L 
Cristord, William, ‘Wickhambreaux, Kent, Bricklayer. Dec 5 at 10. 32, St 


George’s st, Can 

Dashwood, Henry , Mark lane, Solicitor. Dec 5 at 12. 388, Carey st, 
ncoln’s 

Davies, John, Barmouth, Merionethshire, Butcher. Dec 5 at 11.30. Corsygedol 
Hotel, Barmouth 


Rachel, and James Clarke Francis, Newport, Mon., Fruit Merchants. 
ies 9 at 12. Official Receiver, 34, Bridge st, Newport, Mon 
ree. , Henry, Birmingham, out of business, Dec 9 "at il. Official Receiver, 


Ginns, Thomas, Hinckley, Leicestershire, General Draper. Dec 10 at 12. Official 
Receiver, 28, Friar lan e, Leicester 
om, Walter, Faversinn, Kent, Grocer. Dec 5 at 13.80, 32, St George’s st, 


Hallowe sped ohn. ork mann A Dealer. Dees at 12. Official Receives York 
Hunt, pton oa , Galvanizer. Dec 9 at 10. cial Receiver, St 


Peter’s dlowe, Wolv n 

Jepson, Allan, Huddersfield, Tobacconist. Dec8at 11. Official Receiver, New 

acto Kentish Town rd, Grocer. Dec 9 at 2. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
ones, Francis, Milford Haven, Shipbuilder. Dec 11 at 11.30, Castle Hotel, 


Megas Pena t , Bristol, out of business. Dec 11 at 2.90, Official 

Menge, ¥= cone , 
M ae, Seregen : Bes? ab bs Whitehall chbrs, 
83, Carey st, 


Gupere., Zhomse, , Birmingham 
MeDiarmid, Donald, tie Moorfields, Tailor. Dec 11 at 2, 
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Mellows, Thomas, W atemmate Settthiheis, Relies, Dec 6 at 12. Official 


e walk, No 
Ngwell, HW. Be Bogner, Sussex, . Dec 9 at 2.80. Official Receiver, 39, 


Rice, Thomas, | Birmingham, Ironmonger. Dec 8 at 11. Whitehall chbrs, Colmore 
pend Swansea, Builder. Dec 10 at 11. Official Receiver, 6, Rutland 


Richa: Typycomel, Towyn, Merionethshire, Farmer. Dec 5 at 1. 

= Hote . 

Pfinool® E, Jewin st, ot, Trimming Manufacturer. Dec 11 at 12. 33, Carey st, 
— 


Bins, J oy i en, Amesbury, Wiltshire, Grocer. Dec 10 at12, Official Receiver, 


Smith, George Dishesin, South st, Islington, Beer Retailer. Dec 8 at 1. 33, 
coln’s inn 
Smith, Walter, Southport, Lancashire, Public Works Contractor. Dec 8 at 2. 
Official Recel ver, tees Victoria st, Liver — 
guors oo en. Birmingham, d Chain Manufacturer. Dec 8 at 3. 
Titeball ¢ rs, Colmore row, B ve 
Stanford, George 3 ames, Old Kent rd, Beerhouse Keeper. Dec9at12. 33, Carey 
at, Lincoln’ 


Ungar, Julius, Commercial st, Manufacturer. Dec 15 at 12. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Whitley, Juliet, Carlton rd, Kilburn, Widow. Dec8at2. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 
Williamson, Tom, St Margaret’s terr, Kilburn,Grocer. DecSatii. Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 





ADJUDICATIONS. . 
armstrong, Joseph, Manchester, Milliner. Manchester. Pet Nov 21. Ord 
iv 26 
Bidops J ohn, Farway, Devonshire, out of business. Exeter. Pet Nov 25. Ord 
5 4 Henry, Gt Harwood, Lancashire, Joiner. Blackburn. Pet Nov7. Ord 


Braibent, Mary, and Dan wey my Kidderminster, Worsted Spinners. 
Kidderminster. Pet Nov 20. Ord Nov 25 
Clubbs, Archibald, - ~crcranees Rockliffe, Cumberland, Farmer. Carlisle. Pet 


Nov 
Cook, Richard, Shottield, Merchant. Sheffield. Pet Aug 28. Ord Nov 26 
Cranshaw, Eli, Southport, Lancashire, Grocer. Liverpool. Pet Nov 20. Ord 


Oristond, Wi William, Wickhambreaux, Kent, Bricklayer. Canterbury. Pet Nov 20. 
Elliott, J io, jAverped ool, Grocer. Liverpool. Pet Nov 10. Ord Nov 24 
ra, wey wy erth Tydfil, Glamorganshire, Travelling Draper. Merthyr 
. ‘Pet Oct 30. Ord Nov 24 
rior, , Henry, Birmingham, out of business. Birmingham. Pet Nov 25. Ord 
Vv 


0 
— Allan, Huddersfield, Tobacconist. Huddersfield. Pet Nov 24. Ord 
Raye ated Salford, Lancashire, Provision Dealer, Salford. Pet Nov 26. 


=, , Fee sa SE. Vnthcater, Lieutenant in the Rifle Brigade. Winchester. 
‘et Sep 
Peacoat, Sant oe Frederick, Gracechurch st, Timber Agent. High Court. Pet 
Ord Nov 
en, < George, Southport, Lancashire, Greengrocer. Liverpool. Pet Nov 
Mahler, Guotave, and Auguste Mahler, Milk st, Commission Agents. High 
Court. Pet Nov 12. Ord Nov 25 
Manes, Thomas, Birmingham, Surveyor. Birmingham. Pet Nov 25. Ord 
ov 
— By p John, Finsbury circus, Shipbuilder. High Court. Pet Mar 13. 
rd Nov 
Naiows a < bh ata Nottinghamshire, Baker. Nottingham. Pet 
ov 22. 
Miller, Hugh, a tll peony alice, Commercial Traveller. Newtown. 
Pet Nov 10. Ord Nov 
Olver, John James, Sirmewits Grocer. East Stonehouse. Pet Nov 7. Ord _ 25 
Penty, William, Skelton, nr York, Farmer. York. Pet Nov8s. Ord Nov 
Edm ae , Biggleswade, Bedfordshire, Miller. Bedford. Pet 


th, Samu 3 eae ; ae Wiltshire, Corn Dealer. Salisbury. Pet Nov 


. Ord Nov 25 

eer, & sanrz, Hod icgeam. nr Brough, Yorkshire, Farmer. Kingston upon Hull. 
e' ” 

wn — Gilbert st, Grosvenor sq, Courier. High Court. Pet Oct 31. 


Themen Daniel, Colyinsvone, nr Cowbridge, Glamorganshire, Farmer. Cardiff. 
Pet Novi7. Ord Nov 2 

Thomas, Whinzer, Golwinstone, nr Bridgend, Glamorganshire, Farmer. Cardiff. 
Pet Nov 17. Ord Nov 2 

i po Ohristopher, Btechpocl, Lancashire, Grocer. Preston. Pet Nov 8. 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED 
vend, aa Lovrenee, Birmingham, Publican. Birexingham. Adjud Mar 8. 
nn ov 


TUESDAY, Dec 2, Bo! 


RECEIVING ORD: 
Saw, Gepuel Saint Eigjena, Lan Japendhine, Coal, Dealer. Liverpool. Pet Nov 
._ Exam at 
hy wg New oy Beiahtoe, 2 chien Dealer. Birkenhead. Pet Nov 15, Ord 
0 a 
t, Thomas, "Union st, Oxford st, Bookseller. h Court. Pet 
Ord Nov 27.’ Exam Jan 14 at 12 at 34, Linooln’s inn fi ds 7 ot en 
Boxy oe a Leeds, Cowkeeper. Leeds. t Nov 27. Ord Nov 27. Exam 
Burch, Joseph William, Feltwell, Norfolk, Farm Steward. Norwich. Pet Nov 
28, ov28, Exam Dec 17 at1 at Shirehall, Norwich Castle 
Braet, ¢ George, Sunderland, Tobacconist. Sunderland. Pet Noy 27. Ord Nov 
Zam D se 11 at 2. a. ‘ie ter. nN, 3 
Dean, Newcastle on Tyne, Drysal 
pt als Ord Novy 29. Exam Dec 11 asgapaeline ms 
Hull. Pet Nov 29. 


joes, gly ET upon Hull, Draper. Kingston 
Ord Nov Dec 15 at 11 at Court weak, Townhall, 
Cowie, Yom 1 Edward, Sooke upon Tre Trent, Coal erchant. | Stoke upon Trent and 
ov Exam lat 
“>. Fran ton w om Hail, out of business. Kingston Hull. 
oa: ar 2 Ont Nov 27 Ream Dec 15 at ‘i at Court House, Town. , Hull 


and Fred rick Norton, Hulme, e 
may bn Noe _ a Syte me, Manchester, Grocers, Salford. Pet 


oe: illiam, Nr civemnaangeom, Washer. Wolverhampton. Pet Nov 26. 
, Redhill, Surrey; Grocer. Croydon. Pet Nov a7. Ord 


Bbet Nov’ Ord Nov a8. a5. Brain Sonat 94, Lincols — 999 
power mies Sed Nor 2 


Eowia, Hessingham, Centesiionar. a Pet Nov 2. Ord 
Nov 38), Exam ‘an 20 


‘oster, William Thomas, Bristol, a 
Bristol. Pet Nov 28. Ord Nov Hizam Dec a8 att, Guhl, Basil 
wimarket 


Gall J All Saints, 
Pet Nov 98 Nov 28. eam Deo if att 
Galen, W , 8 inaptate tan High Court. “0 


: 
ov Ord Nov % een Dee 18 15 ol Bar ign Hal 7 
Grogs, yohn, Alizee. Berkshire, Plumber. Oxford. Pet Noviz7. Ord Nov 
Guile, John, Merton, Surrey, Carpenter. Croydon. Pet Dec 1. Ord Dee 1. 
riage Ras Heath, agih. eroywbaty. out of business. Shrewsbury. Pet Oct 
Harrison, J ae Cope, Brighton, Chemist. Brighton. Pet Nov 27. Ord Nov 27. 


Dec 18 at 1 

Hoad, Geo: + Al Wazpleton, Beam Yan 2. Fatter. Lewes and Eastbourne. 
Pet Nov 29, Ord Nov an 2 at il 

Hocuhton, James, Roadite , Stonemason. Birmingham. Pet 
Hat Mark Broad 1 Bain Deo eat? Dealer. High Court. Pet Nov 28. 
w rk, wa; 01 et No 
Ord Nov. 28. xem don 16 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 


orth, Wie, Forte, Yi Innkeeper. Wakefield. Pet Nov 27. 

ov 27. Exam 

Lazenby, Francis, Wheldrake, Yorkshire, Tailor. York. Pet Nov 29. Ord Nov 

29. Exam Dec 13 at 11 

Lewis, Edward, by Sn pa Denbighshire, Grocer. Wrexham. PetNov 24. Ord 

Nov 24. Exam Dee 17 

Nichols, Joseph Lister, Landridge rd, Fulham, Foreman of Works. [Couns 

Pet Nov 29. Ord Nov 29. Exam Jan 15 at yg LT Lincoln’s inn 
Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Nov 27. 


wee Court. Pet 
ipa eld Ord Nov 


P. spill Cheniston gta » Fensington., Clerk in Holy Order. High 
Sourt’ P Pet Nov 18, Ord 28.’ Exam Jan 15 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
Phillips, ‘Te roo tea Bouthemyton. Southampton. Pet Nov 28. Ord Nov 28. 


‘Exam 
Orme Frank William, Ho 
yg s nelg: het Hzam Jan 1 at fi oer 


Prendergast, 3 Soho, Late in Army Medical t. 

eet Siewxs. Poe ONore. ay Nov 28. Jan 15 at 11.30 at ig Fe 
elds 

Richardson, Charles Hi , Alice rd, Stratford, Builder. High Court. Pet Nov 
Ona} Nov 29. Exam 


a ‘an 15 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
~~ rge, Regent + ee Court. Pet Nov 8. Ord Nov 28. 


Exam Dec 18 at 11.30 
Robinson, Robert, Newcastle on bon Tene, Kéounsed Victualler. Newcastle on Tyne 


ante te 17. Ord Nov Nov 29. N Ses Sav va. 

’ Baker. orwich. ov Ord 

"Nov 29 ose De 17 Hie acca orwich Castle 

Ta: lor, vf. Elm Gill, Norwi oot Manutacture. Norwich. Pet Nov 17. 
Ord ov 28. Exam Dec 17. at 1 at Shlrchall, N 

ton, out of employment. Brighton. Pet Nov 


Ay 5 
Norton Worcestershire, Clerk. Birmingham. 


Pet Nov Nov Dec 17 at 2 
Yeo, Alfred, * Cornw , Outfitter. Truro. Pet Nov 2. Ord Nov 
29. Exam Dee 11 at 11 


ERRATUM.—The Notice of Recei Order re George Wilkinson of Newcastle- 
aes which appeared in the don Gazette of the 25th November, was 
inserted in error, no Receiving Order having been made. 


First MEETINGS. 
trong, Josep! — a Dec 11 at 3. Official Receiver, 
| Soe ale ee autos rns Ona 
Broadbent, a saae Dan’ Breed Moe age apt Kidderminster, Worsted Spinner’s Over- 
, an 
an ests 2.30. Miller and J. J. Corbet, Kidderminster 
Beck nical Cowkeeper. bon atil. Official Receiver, 22, Park row, 
yy fe eee, See, Farm Steward. Dec 12at3. Official 
ueen 8) 
Dae cil, ‘Lobacconist. Dec 10 at 12, Official Receiver, 21, 
Fawcett st yy 
Campbe' an ag, te aye ame oo NE Be, Dec 13 at 11.30, Official 
Jolin Raward, Stoke upon Te mé, Coal Merchant. Dec 11 at 12.90, North 
Stafford Station mye Stoke uz upon Tren’ 
Jose Pod, Notting Hill, Upholsterer. Dec 12 at 2. 
38, Carey st, Lines inn 
3S, Carey ble mi -taahanhell bidgs, Leadenhall st, Meschans. Dec 15 at 
silane. t of business. li at 11. 
D Law Bode ls Kingston upon HL ow Incorporated 
es, Joseph, “Pavender grove, Dalston, of no occupation. Dec Sat 1. 33, 


page Lip Merchants. Dec 
ayy % poork Salters’ Hall yxy ts. li at 12. Bank- 

pp hemes f — st, Lincoln’s 
= ~~" Wihitam, elverhampton ts Dec 11 at 11. Official Receiver, 

8 close, 

Els is, George a a Dec 10 at 12. Official Receiver, 
Gallon, James, Newmarket, All Saints, Cambridgeshire, Jockey. Dec 10 at 2.15. 
Rutland Arms Hotel, Newmarket 
rrod, J, P., East Moulsey, Surrey, Solicitor. Dec 12 at 1. 383, Carey st, Lin- 


coln’s inn 

ot Preston, Sussex, Builder. Dec 10 at 3.90. Offi- 

of eds acaegme, Oe a 

ute Ss if 12. 88, C Y gh Lincoln's wee ae Se 

Harding, Sam eath, Shrewsbury, out of business. Dec 9 at 3. 9, the Square, 
Cusgarne, Gwennap, Cornwall, Miller. Dec 10 at 12, Official Re- 











Nov 27, Dec 19 





ceiver, Boscawen st, Traro 





' 
t 






























108 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Dec. 6, 5884. 





S = 





‘Bond st, Bristo Cope, Brighton, Chemist. Dec 10 at 12. Official Receiver, 39 
‘ton, 5 Redditch, Worcestershire, Stonemason. Dec 12at11. 25, 


ore row, Birming! 
en ye Petar. Sepeiire, Innkeeper. Deci0at1. Official Re- 
Contents chmbrs, efield 
Jackson, Archi 2 Om Campbell, Seema, Innkeeper. Deci0atil. Official Re- 


Kemble, oratio, Mine: ng lane, Colonial Broker. Dec 11 ati. Bankruptcy 
ldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
mre, James, » Lancashire, Provision Dealer. Dec 10 at 11.30. Court 
House, 


Encombe pl, Salford 
Lees. Francis, epi, Salford Yorkshire, Tailor. Dec 10at 2. Official Receiver, 


or’ 

Lewis, Edward, Wrexham, Denbighshire, Grocer. Dec 10 at 12. Official Re- 
ceiver, Crypt chbrs, Chester 

Lin pay oe in omy Margate, Kent, Police Constable. Dec 10 at11. White 
Hart Ho argate 

Mahler, Gustave, and Fe ney Mahler, Milk st, Commission Agents. Dec 9 at 11. 
i pacing A bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

McLaren, Andrew, Rotherhithe New rd, Iron Founder. Dec 16 at 2. Bankruptcy 
bides, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fiel ds’ 

,» George, Jarrow, Durham, Cowkeeper. aes 9 at 12, Official Receiver, 

Couey chbrs, Westgate rd. Newcastle on 

apa me Alfred, Birmingham, Contractor. Dec “5 at1i. 25, Colmore row, Bir- 


ingham 
Quincey, William, Beeston, Nottinghamshire, Joiner. Dec 10 at 12. Official Re- 
ceiver, Exchange walk, Nottingham 
— yg ee John, ierpenthall, Bedfordshire, Baker. Dec 10 at 11. 8, St 
’s 
Robinson. — Thomas, Sheffield, Tailor. Deci0ati. Official Receiver, Figtree 
e, Sheffield 
Robinson, Robert, Newcastle on_Tyne, Licensed Victualler. ge 13 at 10.30. 
Official Receiver, County chbrs, Westgate rd, Newcastle on T: 
Simmons, yi penn Fim — Grove rd, ghgate, Merchant. 16 at 12. 383, 
Carey co. 
Taylor, Joh J john, Norwich, sh, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 12 at 1. Official Receiver, Queen 


Thacker “A: _-- Horton, iiemton, out of employment. Dec 10 at 2.30. Official 
Receiver, 39, peed st, Brighto: 





Thomas, el, Col me, Glamorganshire, Farmer. Dec 13 at 11.80. Official 
Receiver. 2, Bute crescent, 

Thomas. , Whinzer, , Colwinstone, Glamorganshire, Farmer. Dec 13at11. Official 
Receiver, 2, Bute crescent, C: 

Wade Williaas J James Tomes, and Augustus Richard Hawkins, High Holborn, 
Gunmakers. Dec 12 at 12. 38, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Wallace, James Jeffreys, Gt St Helens, Merchant. Dec 12 at 2. Bankruptcy | 
bid ote st, coln’s inn fields 


Wel Henry yee Page, Whitechapel rd, Lead and Glass Merchant. Dec 16 
at 11. “Bante hy ne ae dgs, Portugal st, PT incoln’s inn fields 
effie 


Willis, Henry, 8 l Manufacturer. Dec 10 at 12. Official Receiver, 
Figtree lane, Sheffield 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Atvey, soba er poem, Kirkby Lonsdale, Monumental Mason. Kendal. Pet 
ov Ord } 


Aimond, . Samuel, ‘St Felen’ 8, Lancashire, Coal Dealer. Liverpool. Pet Nov 26. 

Bouame, Jepes, Hollington, nr Hastings, Schoolmaster, Hastings, Pet Oct 
ov 

Brook, James, Leeds, Cowkeeper. Leeds. Pet Nov 27. Ord Nov 27 


Brough, Charles, Hanley, —e Tobacconist. Hanley, Burslem, and | 


Tunstall. Pet Nov 22. Ord Nov 
ae Joseph o— Feltwell, Norfolk, Farm Steward. Norwich. Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 28 
Clarke, ber 5 meee, South st, Manchester sq, Draper. High Court. Pet 








Oct 
Clarke, Henry ‘Alfred, New Park rd, Brixton Hill, Grocer. High Court. Pet | 


Nov 15. Ord Nov 28 


be Be Robert, eet iets, Chemist. Stockton-on-Tees. Pet Nov 6. 
Dalling, Francis, , etna out of business. Kingston-upon-Hull. | 


Pet Nov 2 Ord N 
| tomes Dag Birkenhead, Joiner. Birkenhead. Pet Nov 29. Ord Nov 29 


Geor, 
Nov 14. Ord 
Foster, William - ‘liam Thomas, Clifton, Bristol, Retired Officer. Bristol. Pet Nov 28. 


Gallon, James. a OriNov ao , Cambridgeshire, Jockey. Cambridge. Pe: 

iva Alfred, Cusgarne, Gwennap, Cornwall, Miller. Truro. Pet Nov 19. Ord 
Hogben, David, Croydon, Surrey, Upholsterer. Croydon. Pet Oct 23. Ord 
Holloway, George Henry, Minories, Clock Dealer. High Court. Pet Sept 23. Ord 
Hughes, Mark Thomas Hubie, Middlesborou b. Schocknaster. Stockton on 

Tees and Middlesborough. Pet Nov 12. Ord 24 

r= bat William, Fairburn, Yorkshire, Innkeeper. Wakefield. Pet Nov 27. 
Jockeon, Archibald Campbell, Sheffield, Innkeeper. Sheffield. Pet Nové6. Ord 
J qe. F Francis, Milford Haven, Shipbuilder. Pembroke Dock. Pet Nov8. Ord 


Briggs. Dewsbury, Yorkshire, Corn Miller. Dewsbury. Pet | 





Read, Tree, Sages, Leicestershire, Boot Manufacturer. Leletoter, Be we 
sau, 1 Charlies, N oraeth. Gheten, Salt Manufacturer. Nantwich anj 
Crewe. Pet ow 2 Ord N: 





Lazenby, Frederick Metcalfe, Bradtord, Yorkshire, Hosier. Bradford. Pet Noy 
eS, 1.4 Durham, Cowkeeper. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Nov gr, 
Orne, ‘Matilda, Wolverhampton, Grocer. Wolverhampton. Pet Nov 3. Ord 
Ring Tt Thomas, Birmingham, Ironmonger. Birmingham. Pet Nov 21. Ord 
niieue, Fas Thomas, Sheffield, Tailor and Draper. Sheffield. Pet Nov 2, 
are Robert, Newcastle on Tyne, Licensed Victualler. Newcastle on Tyne, 
Smith, Thomas, Seutton, 1 near Tadcaster, Yorkshire, Farmer. York. Pet Noy 


Nov 28 
smith, Thomas Holdgate, Derby, Ironmonger. Derby. Pet Nov 22. Ord Nov % 


Sykes, H Henry Edwin, Branford, out of business. Bradford. Pet Novis. Ord 
Tatton, William, Bedminster, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. Bristol. Pet Oct 
22. Ord Nov 29 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 


Anti- Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Boluble Coco of the Finest Quality 
with the excess off extracted. 
oa atte dome te +e , — pai, per- 
verage for uncheon, or 
peso d a sige invaluable for Invalids and Ghildves. 
- iehly ded by the entire Medical Preas. 


ROBE 


EDE AND SON, 


MBAR : MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


AW FARENEESGIP. —- Solicitor Re- 
uires geo » wi liminary Clerk- 

ship ; ¢ moderate ca; : —A as “ Solicitors’ 
Journal” Office, 27, eee lane. 





AW.—Wanted. Clerkship in London or 
Country, by a ieman (B.A. Ousn. ) who has 
—Address, 


commen: Gegtl 
_ppeing hout sugar, spice, OF 0 other admixture, it suits To Hor Mae, the Lord Chomaifice, the Waele of the | served articles with a London firm ; age 26 


rapes and is four 
mes the aS Of COCOas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with » &c., and IN BEALITY CHEAPER than such 


Mixtures. 
t= instantaneously with boiling water, a ge 
® Breakfast Cup, costing less than a 
Coseseuns 4 La VaNILiz is the most ——, Rigestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and = be taken when 
richer checotate is prohibited. 
In tins at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 


rocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 
H, Sonwanesn& — 10 Adam-st,, Strand, I ondon, W. 





ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 


Law Wigs ons Gowns for Peete Tews Clerks, 
- and Clerks of the Peac 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDOV. 


J.L., 19, Milman-street, Bedford-row, London. 





AW.—Wanted, by a Solicitor (Admaithed 
1881), a Re-engagement yancing 
ones at ; salary, mod dod nme ty dow + mg R. 

A, CLARKE, Norwood, Kirkby Lonsdale. 





HE LIBRARY of a late eminent Judge of 
the High Court of Justice for Sale in one Lot.— 
Apply to Wm. CLowEs & Sons (Luirep),{ 27, Fleet- 
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